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| Mr. Martruews’s invitation to solicitors to express 
their opinions on the Judicature Bill has been very 
promptly responded to. Fourteen . provincial: law 
| gocieties have concurred in a series of observations on the 
| clauses of the Bill relating to District. Registries, which 
/ we hope to publish next week. In this document the 
‘ase of the country solicitors is stated with force and 
@learness, and an unhesitating opinion is expressed that 
the clauses in question will effect a considerable im- 
vement in civil procedure. On the other hand, a 
Pdeputation of leading London solicitors waited upon the 
| Lord Chancellor on Thursday last on this subject, and 
| pointed out to his Lordship the objections that exist to 
'the scheme proposed by the District Registry clauses of 
' the Judicature Bill, and the difficulties those.clauses are 
| likely to occasion ; drawing especial attention to the hard- 
‘sip which would be inflicted on defendants living at a 
Mistance from the district within which the plaintiff 
might happen to reside. We understand that the Lord 
Chancellor admitted the importance of the arguments 
ich were urged, and promised to give the matter con- 

| sideration. 











_ ‘THE DeBATE IN commiTTEE on the Juries Bill has dis- 
| posed of most of the innovations proposed as to the con- 
| stitution of juries. In accordance with the unanimous 
opinion of the common law judges, the clause reducing 
| the number of jurors in civil causes from twelve to seven 
was withdrawn. Not a single member was found to 
mupport the Attorney-General in his proposition that 
ries should be composed of four special and eight 
ommon jurymen, notwithstanding his statement that, 
in his opinion, the value of the Bill greatly depended on 
it, The result was that this proposal was also. with- 
' drawn. We are of opinion that the result. in-both cases 
“is satisfactory. As regards the number of jurors we 
have always been convinced that seven is too small. It 
may be that some reduction from the number of twelve 
| —say, for instance, to nine—might be made without dis- 
_ advantage, but if the reduction is to be small the gain 
- in making it is considerably reduced, and it becomes 
' Questionable whether it is worth while to make any 
a at all. Trial by jury is a somewhat anomalous 
institution, inasmuch as there is not only no security 
’ whatever that the individual jurors should possess any 
| judicial powers, but no security that they should be of 
 @ven average intelligence or understanding. It is neces- 
| sary, therefore, that the number on each jury should be 
-mufficiently large to give a reasonable probability of 
tting amongst them several men of intelligence and 
@apacity. It is found practically that this result is at- 
tained with a jury of twelve, whose verdicts, though 
Occasionally eccentric, are as a rule characterised by 
' Sound common sense and good judgment. It is also 
~ found, as we believe will be the opinion of all who know 
anything practically of the matter, that this result is not 
| attamed with a jury of five in a County Court—theie 
| Yerdicts being far more often prejudiced and unsatis- 
_ factory. ny 





The Attorney-General sought by his scheme of com- 
posite juries to secure what we quite agree is desirable, 
namely, that each jury should comprise some individuals 
of more than average capacity. We do not believe, 
however, that this result would necessarily have been 
attained by the mode proposed, and even if it were 
attained, it seems likely that the advantage of the presence 
of theseindividuals as regardstheir influence with the other 
jurors would have been neutralised by the mode of their 
introduction. It is by no means a universal rule that 
special jurors are more able than common jurors; so that 
theintroduction of four special jurors would not necessarily 
have added much to the average capacity of the twelve. 
It is tolerably certain, too, that views or arguments which, 
coming from a juryman of the same rank, would prevail 
with his fellows and secure the verdict, would lose their 
effect if they came from one who claimed, or was thought 
to claim, superior knowledge by virtue of a superior 
social position. We are not, therefore, surprised at the 
rejection of this suggestion, and we can hardly under. 
stand why the Attorney-General should have attached to 
it so much importance. 

The Juries Bill is now reduced to a mere improvement 
of the machinery for procuring juries, but as this is ex- 
actly the point upon which amendment is required in the 
system, it is to be hoped that Mr. Anderson’s proposal 
that the whole Bill shouldbe dropped, now that the 
greatest’ innovations proposed by it have been aban- 
doned, will not be adopted. If the Attorney-General 
would only devote a little attention to the wording of 
the Bill, and see that it passes in a workable shape, it 
may be made into a really valuable measure. We re- 
marked at the time it was introduced upon numerous 
mistakes which it then contained, and we .are not aware 
that these have yet been remedied. The example of the 
Registration Bill, which was passed through the Commons 
by the Attorney-General, and reached the. House of 
Lords in a state of such hopeless inaccuracy and con- 
fusion in matters of detail as to be ignominiously re- 
jected, should afford a timely warning on this subject. 





Many prope in the legal world have been asking 
where the Solicitor-General procured the statistics 
which he gave to the House of Commons on Monday 
last on the occasion of going into committee upon 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Bill. In opposing 
the amendment of the 5th clause of the Bill, whereby it ~ 
was proposed to appoint an additional Vice-Chancellor, 
Sir George Jessel stated emphatically that the business ~ 
of the Court of Chancery had not increased in any 
appreciable degree for five years, and he then proceeded 
to quote statistics in proof of his assertion. Not long 
ago (ante, p. 554) we were enabled to lay before 
our readers a table compiled from the Judicial Statistics, 
showing the business of the Court of Chancery for nine 
years up to Michaelmas Term, 1871, and on that table 
we can fully rely, having verified every figure therein. 
That table proved a gradual increase of business and 
an increase in the number of causes undisposed of, 
The business of the Court up to a much more recent 
time, as shown by the cause books, exhibits a contin- 
uance of the increase. Taking the last ten years, from 
the 29th October, 1862, to the 29th October, 1872, we 
find that the causes, &c., set down were 1,844 in the first 
year of that period, and, as near as can at present be 
ascertained, 2,291 in the last year of that period, being 
an increase of 447, or more than 24 per cent. Again, . 
we find the average number of causes set down in the 
earlier five years was 1,980, and the average set down in 
the later five years 2,200, being at the average rate of 
220 more. ; 

Again, the causes heard during those ten years in- 
creased from 1,639 in 1863 to 1,930 in 1872; so 
that, although the Courts sat on a greater number of days, 
and disposed of 291 more causes in the last year than in 
the first, there was, as before pointed out, an increase of 


AsT in the number of causes set down; 156 causes were 
€ i ’ 
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therefore left to be added to the increasing list of rema- 
nets. And these remanets have largely increased during 
the last ten years. At the beginning of 1863 the year 
began with 358 left from the previous year; and at the 
end of 1872, notwithstanding that the Court sat forty- 
cight more days, the number of remanets left to begin 
the year 1873 with was 547. It is quite clear that this 
increase is not caused by the retirement of the Master 
of the Rolls from the bench, for that event did not take 
place until the end of Easter Term, at which time we 
understand the arrears exceeded 600 causes. 

We are quite prepared to admit that if this were the 
mly increase in the business of the Courts, the present 
number of Vice-Chancellors and a Master of the Rolls 
might, with considerable inconvenience, keep the work 
from getting ahead of them in a greater proportion than 
it has pregressed in the last ten years, But this is by no 
means all the increase. The actual number of petitions 
has, it is true, decreased to this extent, viz.—that in 
the first five years of the period in question they 
numbered about 14,531, or an average of 2,900, 
and in the last five years about 12,270 or an 
average of 2,450; but much of the business formerly 
done through petitions is now done through summons at 
chambers, and the number of summonses adjourned into 
Court averages about 350 a year. This, as is well 
known, is a very heavy class of business, and as a rule it 
takes far more time for the Court to hear an adjourned 
summons than to heara petition. Special motions have, 
moreover, increased in number from 1,107 in 1863 to 1,480 
in 1872. This is also a class of business which occupies 
much of the time of the Court, and all practitioners know 
the extreme difficulty of getting a motion heard within 
a reasonable time, except it be for an injunction or some 
other very pressing matter. 

That there has been an increase in the business of the 
Courts is borne out by the fact that the business of the 
offices of the Courts has largely increased. The number 
of orders drawn up by the Registrars has increased each 
year from 10,773 in 1863 to 15,058 in 1871, or nearly 50 
per cent. The orders drawn up by the Chief Clerks to 
the Judges have increased from 5,420 in 1863 to 9,223 
in 1871, or about 90 per cent., the summonses issued 
in chambers from 17,207 in 1863 to 27,665 in 1871, or 
about 66 per cent, and the fees of Court received have 
increased from £54,567 to £84,024. 

The number of suits commenced by bill or by origi- 
nating summons was 3,077 in the year 1863, and by 1871 
had increased to 3,303 ; and this, coupled with the before- 
stated number of remanets, is the best index of the 
manner in which the work of the Court of Chancery has 
increased. Added to this, we believe it will be found 
that during the first part of the legal year, ending Easter 
Term, 1873, the three Vice-Chancellors and the Master 
of the Rolls disposed of 989 causes, &c., 1,233 petitions, 
928 special motions, and 175 adjourned summonses, in 
addition to the work done by the Appeal Court, this 
being a fair proportion of the year’s work; nevertheless, 
st the commencement of Trinity Term 625 causes, &c., 
remained on the books. 








WE PRINT IN ANOTHER COLUMN an interesting letter 
‘rom Mr. Peter Williams, describing in detail the pro- 
2edings adopted to procure the extradition of Macdonnell, 
ne of the persons supposed to be implicated in the Bank 
forgeries. This clear and practical statement of the 
various steps which must be taken under the treaty to 
obtain the surrender of criminals who have fled to the 
United States is likely to be of considerable service 
to members of the profession who may hereafter be 
engaged in similar cases. The point most worthy of 
notice is, that notwithstanding the somewhat intricate 
uature of the process,and the opportunities afforded to 
the accused of questioning the validity of the proceedings, 
“the extradition of Macdonnell was completed by his 
delivery to the representatives of the British Government 
within less than forty days after the proceedings had been 





fairly initiated against him.” It appears that in no case of* 
a demand for extradition under the treaty between this. 
country and the United States has the surrender of'a fu-.. 
gitive defended with the resoluteness-with which Macdon-- 
nell was defended been obtained in'so short-atime. Mr, 
Williams acknowledges in warm terms the help afforded 
towards this result by the Federal authorities; but he: 
omits to tell us how much of the success-was due: to. his 
own unremitting exertions. 





Uron one Fact the Solicitor-General laid’ no little 
stress. He said that to: his certain knowledge the Master 
of. the Rolls on two, if not three, occasions had risen 
for want of work. He: did. not: tell his hearers, how-- 
ever, what was the condition: at’ the time when this oc- 
curred of the business in the Courts of the other Chancery 
Judges of First Instance: It is by no means impossible 
that while one Judge rose for want of work, the cause 
lists of the others might be full to: overflowing, and the 
wonderful fact which appeared to afford so much cum. 
fort to the Solicitor-General may really go to prove 
nothing more than that the power of transfer of causes 
has not always been. promptly exercised. 





THERE ARE NINETY-FOUR cLavseEs in the Judicature Bill’ 


and, as the result of three nights’ discussion in committee, . 


clause 17 was reached at the close of the sitting on 
Thursday evening. The rate of advance can hardly be con- 
sidered as very satisfactory ; but,.no doubt, when once 
the circuits are fairly commenced, the friction of speeches 
will be materially diminished, and: more rapid progress 
will be made.. Very competent authorities express an 
opinion that about a fortnight will see the Bill through 


j the Commons. 








THE DIFFICULTIES OF STATUTORY LEGISLA- 
TION. 

We recently referred (ante, p. 569) to an interesting 
paper on the Statistics of Legislation, lately read before 
the Statistical Society by Mr. F.H. Janson. The author, 
after dealing with various statistical details with respect 
to the increasing bulk of the statutes, and adverting to 
the origin and operations of the commission for the 
revision of the statute law; concluded his paper with 
observations illustrating: at some length the notorious 
difficulties which arise from the present state of the law, 
as contained in statutory enactments. In particular, 
attention is drawn to the confusion created by the system 
of framing enactments by reference to clauses contained 
in previously existing Acts.. The Sanitary Acts are 
selected by the author:as affording the most flagrant 
illustration of this method of: legislation. The recent 
Public Health Act refers to and incorporates more than 
twenty other general Acts, to say nothing of the Local 
Acts, the provisions of. which have to be taken in connec- 
tion with it. The law with relation to licensing houses 
for the sale of intoxicating liquors is likewise in a state 
of the most hopelessly bewildering complexity. Mr. 
Janson refers to: observations lately made by the judges 
of the Queen’s Bench with respect to these two subjects. 
With reference to the Licensing Acts, Mr. Justice Mellor 
remarked that “it was impossible for human skill to find 
words more calculated to puzzle anybody. They could 
not have been more-ingeniously selected if such were the: 
purpose in view.” The Lord Chief Justice said that he 
had never, in the whole course of his judicial experience, 
seen a more confused and puzzling Act than this. The 
section in question was utterly bewildéring. The Legis- 
lature must have had some intention on the point; but 
what it was he was unable to discover. Mr. Justice 
Blackburn dissented from the Lord Chief. Justice on one 
pomt. He said that, while agreeing with the general 
spirit of the Lord Chief Justice’s remarks, he desired to 
take exception to his description of the Act as the most 
confused specimen of modern legislation. That place 
was, he thought, properly assigned to the Public Health: 
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Acts. We may add that in one other point, also, it 
strikes us that the observations of the Lord Chief Justice 
are open to some doubt—viz., when he says that the 
Legislature must have had some intention on the point. 
In many of these cases the difficulty really arises from the 
Legislature having had no intention on the point at all, 
not having contemplated the exact combination of circum- 
stances which has arisen. It is this kind of cases which 
the system of legislation by reference has an especial 
tendency to produce; for such legislation must increase 
that which is the cardinal difficulty in the case of all 
statutory enactments or written rules of law whatever: 
—viz., the difficulty of framing the general rule with 
reference to all particular cases that may arise ; because, 
in passing the Act, the Legislature has not the clauses 
incorporated so fully brought under notice as when they 
are inserted in the body of the enactment. 

It is needless to refer further to that which has been 
so constant a theme of complaint among all persons 
engaged in interpreting or administering the law. The 
question is, how far any remedy for this state of things 
is possible. To suppose that Acts of Parliament can 
ever be so framed as to be very easily intelligible seems 
tous a mere dream. A very large part of the difficulty 
of interpretation arises from the inevitable complications 
attendant upon an advanced state of civilisation—i.e., 
from the nature of the subject-matter, and not merely 
from the mode of framing statutes. There is no doubt, 
however, that the difficulty is very largely increased 
by defects of form. In the first place, it is tolerably 
obvious that it would be very much more convenient if, 
as far as possible, the law on any given subject could all 
be found within the four corners of the same Act. It is 
a most laborious task, and a task full of possibilities of 
oversight and mistake, to hunt through a variety of sta- 
tutes piecing one enactment to another. It is easy 
enough to suggest a remedy in the shape of a series of 
well-considered Consolidation Bills, bringing all the dis- 


jecta membra of the law on any subject together into an 


harmonious and well-organised whole. Unfortunately, a 
host of most formidable difficulties suggest themselves as 
obstacles to the carrying of the proposed remedy into 
execution. One great difficulty with regard to a certain 
class of subject-matters lies in the fact that is somewhat 
loosely indicated when people talk of our law as historical. 
The law on some subjects is the result of a slow process 
of growth and aggregation ; it has been made from time 
to time pro re natd ; it is the outcome of all manner of 
exigencies and struggles. Various institutions have 
grown up and exist under the sanction of the law, and 
no one seriously thinks of interfering with them: success 
in such an undertaking would be doubtful, or at any 
rate the task must be arduous. It is quite a different 
thing, however, when the attempt is made to enact de 
novo all the existing law with relation to such institutions. 
Their opponents may fairly say, we are content to let the 
thing alone; but if the whole matter is to be begun 
afresh, we will not assent to the present state of things 
being affirmed by new legislation. We believe that a 
bill once brought forward for consolidating the Church 
Building Acts fell through because objections were raised 
to the re-enacting of some clause in relation to church 
rates in district parishes which did no more than exactly 
re-enact the existing law on the subject. A very similar 
difficulty gives rise to the practice of incorporating pre- 
vious Acts. It is practically possible to pass in that form 
measures which, if all the clauses incorporated were set 
out de novo in the body of them, could never be got 
through Parliament at all, because they would be opposed 
in detail; and even if the majority were in their favour 
the time taken up would be too great. 

This brings us to another great difficulty in the way 
of consolidation—viz., lack of time. It is difficult 
enough to get through the ordinary current business of 
the session, and useful measures are often involved in 
the general massacre of the innocents towards the close 
of the legislative season ; so that there is no possibility 





of passing enormous consolidation Bills, such, for in- 
stance, as that recently brought in relating to merchant 
shipping. The fact that all measures must be com- 
pleted within a session is the great engine of opposition 
in the hands of a powerful minority ; and we are con- 
vinced that to this cause must be attributed to a very 
great extent that which is unsatisfactory in our statu- 
tory legislation. It seems to us that many of the evils 
so justly complained of might be remedied or alleviated 
by the alteration—at any rate, with regard to a certain 
class of measures—of the rule which prevents a Bill from 
being taken up at the beginning of one session at the 
point where it was left at the end of the previous ses- 
sion. ‘There are, no doubt, considerable difficulties with 
relation to this course. The break is very long between 
two sessions, and the proposed arrangements would be 
somewhat like reading the second volume of a book six 
months after the first. There would be some difficulty 
in drawing the line with respect to what measures would 
be suitable for the application of this remedy. Still, 
with regard to a certain class of Bills, such as that for 
the consolidation of the law relating to merchant 
shipping, or any similar subject not giving rise to a 
strong political or social partisanship, it would seem 
well worthy of the consideration of those sufficiently 
acquainted with the conditions of the problem to be 
solved, whether a remedy might not be possible in this. 
direction. Such a remedy would destroy that fatal 
necessity for hurry, and prevent the frustration of great 
measures by the delay occasioned through the crotchets 
of insignificant busybodies, and the obstructive tactics. 
of interested opponents. 

With regard to the remedy mentioned, by Mr. Janson 
as having been suggested, of the delegation of legis-- 
lative power, to some extent, to a skilled committee, 
neither Mr. Janson nor any of the other writers who 
have from time to time indicated this remedy, have 
entered into any exact details as to the nature of the 
proposed delegation, or the function of the legislative 
committee. Of course, something more is intended 
than the power which already exists of sending a Bill to 
a Select Committee, and some measure seems to be 
vaguely indicated for removing, at any rate to a con- 
siderable extent, from the Houses of Parliament at 
large the function of settling the details of statutory 
legislation. To what extent, it may be asked, is the 
function of legislation to be delegated ? It seems to be 
suggested by some that the committce should merely be 
charged with settling the form and exact expression of 
the law, the House at large having before pronounced 
on the general principles involved, somewhat in the same 
Way as a conveyancer draws a man’s will from general 
instructions. There will, it is to be feared, be great 
difficulty in accurately distinguishing between substance 
and form for this purpose; and we doubt whether any 
popular assembly would be willing to give up its power 
over details to the extent that would be necessary for 
the practical application of this method. It is not very 
readily conceivable how Parliament is to vote on any 
measure except as expressed in certain terms. Then,. 
after the measure has been approved, if the proposed 
committee is to be permitted generally to mould the 
bill and alter its terms, it is difficult to see how far 
that can be done in practice without alterations 
which may be substantial and not merely formal. 
Then, again, is the proposed committee finally to 
settle the form of the Bill, or is it to be subject to re- 
vision by the House? In the latter case, is not the door 
opened to the old evils? 

Another consideration also arises, with which it is not 
easy to deal very precisely, in the absence of more 
definite suggestions as to the constitution and functions 
of the proposed legislative committee. It is conceivable 
that this mode of legislation might, in some events, re- 
duce to a very considerable extent the power of the 
minority on any question. Even supposing that the 
committee, whether permanent, or appointed pro re natd 
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quoad particular measures, fairly represented the balance 
of parties as to the matter before it, it seems likely that 
in the smaller body there will not be the same oppor- 
tunity for mancuvring, the formation of skilful com- 
binations, dilatory tactics, and prolonged resistance on 
the part of the minority as exists under the present 
system in the whole House. It seems to us that, 
whether rightly or wrongly, most people would be of 
opinion that in an actual fight 500 men would stand a 
better chance against 700 than five against seven. If 
this be not a fallacy, it may be thought that in these days 
when there is so much said for the representation of 
minorities, the effect of any proposal for diminishing the 
number of legislators should be weighed with reference to 
this consideration. Our legislation might be more rapid 
and vigorous, and more clearly and accurately expressed, 
if the minds brought to bear on it were reduced to a 
more manageable number; but per contra the necessity 
of meeting the opposition of a strong minority with the 
great powers of resistance given them by the present 
system ensures almést every change, even the slightest, 
being well sifted by public opinion, and gives a cha- 
racter of caution and compromise to our legislation 
which might be wanting in the exercise of powers dele- 
gated to a comparatively small body, which could be 
worked more handily and expeditiously according to 
the will of the majority. How far this consideration 
would be important would depend on the extent to 
which it might be proposed to delegate matters of sub- 
stance to a legislative committee. 

We do not wish to be considered as thinking the 
difficulties standing in the way of a better mode of 
framing our statutes insurmountable; but they are very 
formidable, and, as such, are well worthy of considera- 
tion. 








THE LAW OF DISTRESS FOR RENT. 
Ss 


Commons on the law of hypothec, expressed an opinion 
that the system under discussion was so closely related 
to the English law of distress for rent, that it would be 
impossible to abolish the one without prejudicing the | 


other. We are unable to see the force of this observa- 
tion. Those who urged it must have overlooked the facts 
that hypothee and distress, though both founded on the 
principle of the prior claim of the landlord, differ 


widely in the mode of carrying it into effect; and that ; existing mode of enforcing the landlord’s remedy, there 


, is much to be said in favour of Mr. Bass’s assertion that 


: : © | it is prejudicial alike to the interests of landlords and of 
the law of distress relates to the provisions by which j PO ; 


while in Scotland the principle itself is disputed, any 
discontent which exists in this country with reference to 





' as required by ‘the statute, 
| guarantee of the fairness of the sale, even when made by 
| public auction. 
' scale of charges .is provided for distresses for arrears 


Several of the speakers in the recent debate in the | 


the preference of the landlord is enforced, and not to ! 


the existence of that preference itself. 


That the Lord | 


Advocate’s declaration that “there is nothing in the | 


nature of the landlord’s claim for rent to justify giving 


him a preference over all other creditors ” is not likely to | 


mect with any general response on this side of the Tweed, 
is shown by the fact that the Landlord and Tenant Bill, 
brought forward this session with the object of remedy- 
ing the grievances of English tenant-farmers, contains 
no provision abolishing or restricting the landlord’s pre- 
ferential claim—a strong proof that to agricultural 


objectionable. Nor is there any ground to believe that 
by any class of English tenants the principle of the law 
of distress is regarded as a grievance. We doubt 
whether, as a matter of fact, any trader, in considering 


count the circumstance that most of the goods and 
chattels within the customer's house are liable to be seized 
by the landlord. 
who farms his own land, or the shopkeeper who carries 
on business on his own premises, buys at a lower rate 
than his neighbour who rents his farm or shop. Would 
any tmant desire to have substituted for the existing 
law a system by which either personal security for rent 
would have to be given, or rent would have to be paid in 
advance? Can any one doubt that the result of the 


abolition of the existing right of distress would either be 
to introduce this system, or to cause the insertion in every 
lease of a power to distrain for the rent? 

But though in principle the law of distress is not very 
likely to be questioned, the mode in which that principle 
is enforced is open to grave complaint, both on the part 
of landlords and of tenants. The remedy of the landlord, 
which, like all legal remedies, ought to be simple and free 
from danger of litigation, is in fact singularly compli- 
cated, and full of openings for disputes on the part of the 
tenant. Few steps in the process can be safely taken 
without a knowledge of the law which only a lawyer 
is likely to possess; yet the execution of the warrant of 
distress is almost necessarily confided to an auctioneer, 
for whose irregularities the landlord is liable. The 
instances must be comparatively rare in which a distress 
is so conducted as to afford no pretence for litigation to a 
quarrelsome and revengeful tenant. 

On the other hand, it cannot be said that the law of 
distress, as it stands at present, affords sufficient protec- 
tion to the interests of the tenant. The whole conduct 
of the process, instead of being given to an official per- 
sonage, is confided to the landlord, and the safeguards 
provided are utterly inadequate. The appraisement is 
made by men who are permitted to buy the goods ap- 
praised at their own valuation, and who, therefore, have 
the strongest possible motive to undervalue them. A 
statute of last session abolished the solitary security against 
this, by enacting that in future no oath shall be required 
from appraisers. Asit is presumed that the goods sold at 
the appraised value have been sold at the “best price,” 
the tenant has little 
Moreover, as is well-known, no 
of rent above £20; and although it has been held 
that such charges must be “reasonable,” exorbitant 
deductions on this ground are far from uncommon, and 
the tenant who desires to make a tender of the arrears of 
rent and costs of distress is deprived of the means of 


| ascertaining with certainty what amount he ought to 
| tender for the latter item. 


Is it not surprising that among all the supporters of 
codification and consolidation, no one has yet been found 
willing to attempt the reduction of this branch of our 
law to a concise and simple form, and in so doing to 
remedy these and other grave defects? As regards the 


tenants. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 


EQUITY. 
Secret Trust. 
“razer, V. C. B. 21 W. R. 434, L. R. 
15 Eq. 318. 
The principles upon which the Court proceeds in cases 


Norris v. 


| where it holds that the successor to property is not, as he 
tenants, at any rate, the existence of such a claim is not ' 


appears to be, the absolute owner of it, but takes it 


_ burdened with trusts orally declared by his predecessor, 
' are thus laid down by Lord Westbury in McCormick v. 


Grogan (17 W. R. 961, L. R. 4H. L, 82):—“If 


/an individual on his death-bed, or at any other time, 
the credit to be given to a customer, ever takes into ac- | 


is persuaded by his heir-at-law, or his next of kin, to 


abstain from making his will, or if the same individual, 


; having made a will, communicates the disposition to the 
We have never heard that the yeoman 


person on the face of the will benefited by that disposi- 
tion, but, at the same time, says to that, individual that 


, he has a purpose to answer which he has not expressed 
, in the will, but which he depends on the disponee to carry 
| intoeffect,and the disponce assents to it, either expressly, 


or by any mode of action which the disponee knows 
must give to the testator the impression and belief that 
he fully assents to the request, then, undoubtedly, the 
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heir-at-law in the one case, and the disponee in the 
other, will be converted into trustees, simply on the prin- 
ciple that an individual shall not be benefited by his own 
personal fraud.” 

One of the propositions laid down in the present case 
is tolerably clear. Suppose the testator has left his 
property to a married woman without any trust for her 
separate use, and she promises to carry out certain in- 
tentions of the testator, will her husband, becoming 
entitled to the property by his marital right, be bound 
by his wife’s promise? The Vice-Chancellor has 
answered this question in the affirmative. The hus- 
band takes only what the wife would take, and if she 
is bound by the trust, he can take nothing free from the 
trust. 

Another part of his Honour’s decision is not quite so 
clear. In his opinion it seemed to be immaterial, for the 
purpose of fastening a trust on the property bequeathed, 
that the promise of the lady was to pay an annuity out 
of another fund. At the time when the testator made 
his will and the promise was given, the lady was entitled 
to a life interest for her separate use in £10,000 under 
the will of Mr. King, and she, or her husband in her 
right, was entitled to the residue of King’s estate, which 
was very considerable. The promise apparently was to 
pay an annuity of £300 a-year out of King’s estate. 
The Vice-Chancellor, as we have implied, held that the 
testator’s own property was burdened with a trust to pay 
the annuity; and, in the course of his judgment, said 
that the fund out of which the annuity was to be paid 
was a matter of indifference. 

Inthe present case the husband and wife were living apart 
from each other. The question, therefore, whether the 
wife, who alone was proved to have made the promise, 
should pay the annuity out of her separate estate under 
King’s will, or whether the husband must pay it out of 
the testator’s own estate, was one of importance to the 
parties. Without in any way venturing to question his 
Honour’s decision, we may say that it seems to us rather 
to turn an attempted condition by parol into a secret 
trust affecting the testator’s property. The testator’s 
wishes were thus, no doubt, carried out, but, as it appears 
to us, by a considerable stretch of the good nature of 
the Court. 


Sprciric PerrorMancE—Munine Contract—Detay. 
Huxham v. Llewellyn, L. C. for M. R. 21 W. R. 570. 

The rule that a party seeking specific performance 
must show due diligence (Sowthcombe v. Bishop of 
Exeter, 6 Hare 213), is well illustrated by the hive 
decision, by which a demurrer was allowed to a bill for 
specific performance on the sole ground of a delay of 
five months in filing the bill after the parties were put 
at arms’ length. It should be observed, however, that 
the contract was for the lease of a colliery, and it behoves 
those who seek specific performance of agreements 
relating to commodities fluctuating from day to day in 
their market price to be unusually vigilant and active in 
asserting their rights (Prendergast vy. Turton 1 Y. & 
C. C. C. 98, see p. 110.) Indeed, in ihese cases, time, 
even though not named, is, from the fluctuating nature of 
the property, of the essence of the contract (Macbryde 
v. Weekes 22 Beav. 533, 5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 106.) No 
general rule as to what is a reasonable time can be laid 
down ; but in cases of this description a purchaser cannot 
well be too prompt. 





COMMON LAW. 
IniecaL Contract. 
Waugh v. Morris, Q. B. 21 W.R. 438, L. R. 8 Q. B. 
202. 

If a contract is made to do an act which is forbidden 
by the law, the contract is void in its inception; if the 
act is subsequently forbidden, it becomes void. But if a 
contract is made which is capable of being performed 
in a legal way, though it is possible also to perform it in 





an illegal way, the contract is good, and must be per- 
formed legally. If a contract is made to do an act other- 
wise legal for an illegal purpose, that is, with the design 
of effecting an illegal end, or with the knowledge that 
an illegal end is designed by the other party to be 
effected by means of the contract, the contract is void. 
But if the contract is capable of legal (though also of 
illegal) performance, and the design is indeed to 

it out in a way which is, in fact, illegal, but yet without 
knowledge that it is illegal (the thing being only malum. 
prohibitum), will the contract in that case be void? Is 
the possible legal performance to be frustrated by reason 
of the innocently intended illegal performance? The 
Queen’s Bench have held that it is not. 

The contract in question was a charter-party, by which 
the plaintiff was to carry a cargo of hay from Trouville 
to London, “all cargo to be brought to and taken from 
the ship alongside.” An order was then already in force 
(though not known to the parties), declaring France an 
infected country, and prohibiting the landing of hay 
thence in England. After arrival in the Thames, and a 
delay caused by this difficulty, the defendant received 
the cargo into another vessel, and exported it. The pre- 
sent action was brought to recover damages for this 
delay, which had extended beyond the lay days, and the 
plaintiff was allowed to recover. “ We think,” said 
Blackburn, J., in delivering the judgment of the Court, 
“that in order to avoid a contract which can be legally 
performed, on the ground that there was an intention to 
perform it in an illegal manner, it is necessary to show 
that there was the wicked intention to break the law; 
and if this be so, the knowledge of what the law is 
becomes of great importance It seems to us 
that the mens rea is as necessary to avoid a contract 
which can be legally performed, because it was made 
with the object of satisfying an illegal purpose, as itis to 
render the parties criminally responsible.” It seems to 
follow from this, that if the defendant had, in fact, taken 
the hay from alongside, and afterwards landed it, without 
the plaintiff becoming aware that it was unlawful to do 
so, the plaintiff would still have been entitled to sue. 
Well, is there any reason why he should not? Suppose, 
further, the plaintiff had actually taken part in landing 
it, but innocently. If that was part of his contract, 
probably he could not have recovered; but if it was a 
work of supererogation beyond his contract, though he 
might have been liable to a penalty, why should he not 
recover ? 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


TRE Bank or ENGLAND ForGerteEs.—THE EXTRADITION OF 
GEORGE MACDONNELL. 


Sir,—The growing frequency of the demands made upon 
the United States for the surrender and extradition of 
fugitives from justice from Great Britain seems to justify a 
carefal statement of the legal proceedings which are re- 
quired to ke tuken under the treaty between the two 
countries, as interpreted by the judicial tribunals in the 
United States. 

The treaty names seven classes of offences for which 
extradition may be had—viz., murder, assault with intent 
to commit murder, piracy, arson, robbery, forgery, and the 
utterance of forged paper. 

An Act of the Congress of the United States, passed 
June 22, 1860, provides how the evidence taken at the 
place of the commission of the crime must be certified in 
order that it may be received before the proper officers of 
the United States as evidence against the fugitive when 
arrested. That Act provides that * All depositions, warrants 
and other papers, or copies thereof, shall be admitted and 
received if they shall be properly and legally authenticated 
so as to entitle them to be received for similar purposes by 
the tribunals of the foreign country from which the ac- 
cused party shall have escaped ; and the certificate of the 
principal diplomatic consular officer of the United States 
resident in such foreign country sball be proof that any 
paper or other document so offered is authenticated in the 
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manner required by this Act.” When, therefore, one of the 
‘crimes specified in the treaty is committed within the 
‘United Kingdom, and the fugitive escapes to the United 
‘States, the method to be pursued for his extradition is as 
follows :— 

Proper depositions showing that a crime has been com- 
mitted of the character specified in the treaty must be 
made before some magistrate in Great Britain, having 
jurisdiction to issue warrants, and to examine offenders 
charged before them with the commission of a similar 
crime. These depositions must state the locality of the 
crime, and connect the accused therewith to the extent of 
justifying a judgment of “ probable cause to believe in 
the guilt of the accused,” if no contradictory evidence is in- 
troduced. Copies of such depositions are then to be taken 
before the designated diplomatic or consular officer, who is 
required to certify the same in the precise language of the 


statute. Anything which falls short of the precise certifi- 
cate required by the statute imperils the reception of the 
copies as evidence in the United States. When such 
copies of the depositiqns are received by the proper con- 
sular officer of Great Britain in the United States, a com- 
plaint is made by him on oath before some one of the 
magistrates specified in the treaty, of the commission 
of the offence stated in the depositions. This com- 
plaint is the groundwork of the proceedings in the 
United States, and therefore it must be as specific as 
the nature of the circumstances will permit as to the com- 
mission of the crime, and the relation of the accused theretu ; 
and must also state the further fact that he is a fugi- 
tive from justice. On the presentation of a copy of this com- 
‘plaint to the State Department at Washington, it issues 
its mandate, directed to some one of the designated 
magistrates, reciting the fact that the complaint has been 
made, and requiring such magistrate, in the language of 
the treaty, ‘‘ to issue a warrant for the apprehension of the 
fugitive or person so charged, that he may be brought be- 
fore suck magistrate, to the end that the evidence of cri- 
minality may be heard and considered.” 


A warrant from the magistrate is then placed in the 


hands of the proper officer, and the fugitive, when found, 
is arrested thereunder, and brought before the magistrate 


issuing the warrant. Certified copies of the depositions 
are then read in evidence before the magistrate, on be- 
half of the applying Government, in connection with 
proof of the identity of the accused. A reasonable op- 


portunity is afforded the accused to produce such evidence | 


‘as he may desire, and to object to that which is offered by 
the applying Government. He is entitled to be present in 
person and by counsel, and to take all objections which he 
may desire to the reception of the depositions, or to their 
contents. The extent of the proof which the accused may 
offer has not yet been judicially determined ; the prevail- 
ing impression seems to be that if a prima facis case of 
guilt is made out, the accused has no right to offer evidence 
upon the merits of the accusation, and that the determi- 
nation of the question arising upon the merits is properly 
to be made only by the tribunals of the country where 
the crime was committed. 

. “If the magistrate,” in the language of the treaty, 
“deems the evidence sufficient to sustain the charge,” it is 
his duty to “ certify that fact, together with a copy of the 
proceedings before him, to the Secretary of State ;” who 
thereupon issnes a warrant of extradition, naming therein, 
as the custodians of the accused, the persons suggested 
by the applying Government ; and such warrant is delivered 
to the marshal of the United States having the accused 
‘in charge, and upon its receipt he surrenders the accused 
to the persons named therein. 

The proceedings before the magistrate have been in many 
instances made the subject of review by higher judicial 
tribunals, through the instrumentality of the writs of habeas 
corpus and certiorari, which are directed on the one hand to 
the marshal, requiring him to produce the body of the ac- 
eused before the Court, and, on the other hand, to the 
magistrate, requiring him to return a copy of all the pro- 
ceedings had beforehim. (nthe production of the accused 
before the Court, with a transcript of the record from the 
magistrate, the prisoner is entitled to be heard by his 
counsel upon the question of the legality of his detention. 
Lhe extent of the power of the higher Court to review the pro- 





ceedings before the magistrate does not.seem yet to have been 
definitely settled. It is claimed, on the one hand, and 
apparently with the better reason, that the functions of the 
higher tribunal are limited to seeing, first, whether the 
crime of which the accused is charged is one of those speci- 
fied in the treaty ; aud, second, whether the officer signing 
the warrant of commitment to the marshal, was one of the 
magistrates specified in the treaty as having jurisdiction. 
When these two questions are resolved in the affirmative, 
it has been held that the functions of the Court necessaril 
cease. It has been claimed, however, on the other hand, 
that it was the duty of the Court to examine the evidence 
returned by the magistrate, and to revise his opinion upon 
the merits; and that the Court has the right to differ with 
the magistrate, and to order the discharge of the prisoner, 
There are various objections to the exercise of this appel- 
late authority on the part of the Court, but the precise 
question involved therein has not yet been determined. 

It will be remembered that the recent Bank of England 
forgeries were discovered by the arrest of Noyes, on the 
1st of March last. It was shortly thereafter ascertained 
that three other persons were supposed to have been acting 
in concert with him in the perpetration of the alleged 
forgeries, viz., George Bidwell, who was subsequently 
arrested at Edinburgh; Austin B. Bidwell, who was sub- 
sequently arrested at Havana, and whose extradition from 
Cuba was ordered by the Spanish Government, under 
the law of nations, in precisely the same manner as the 
American Government some time ago returned to Spain a 
fugitive from Cuba, named Arguelles. It was discovered 
that the fourth person supposed to be implicated in tho 
charges, viz., George Macdonnell, had fled to America, 
A telegram was sent to Messrs. Blatchford, Seward, 
Griswold & Da Costa, the agents of the Bank of England 
there, containing as full particulars as could then be 
gathered, with the request that Macdonnell might be 
arrested and detained until the arrival of the completed 
papers. Macdonnell arrived in New York on the 20th of 
March. Mr. Archibald, the British Consul-General resident 
in New York, applied, on a complaint of forgery and the 
utterance of forged paper, general in its character, to the 
State Department for a mandate, which was issued, directed 
to Mr. Commissioner Gutman. Under it he issued hig 
warrant for the apprehension of Macdonnell. He was 
arrested and arraigned before the commissioner. The 
counsel for the British Government then applied for an 
adjournment of two weeks, in order to enable them to re- 
ceive from London properly authenticated papers; and 
such an adjournment was granted. The accused then 
applied fora haleas corpus to be discharged from the 
warrant of commitment. Anargument was had thereon, 
and his application for a discharge was denied, the Court 
holding that it was the right of the applying Government 
to have an adjournment for a suflicient length of time to 
enable it to produce the evidence of the criminality of the 
accused. No farther proceedings therefore took place in 
the case before the commissioner until the 23rd April, on 
which day the properly authenticated depositions were 
received from London. On receipt of these, a new com- 
plaint was made by Mr. Archibald, and a new mandate 
and a new warrant were issued, under which the accused 
was arrested on the 23rd of April, and the proceedings 
initiated on the 20th March were dismissed. The dis« 
missal of the first proceedings was rendered necessary, 
as it was deemed here by the authorities that the papers 
were not certified in strict accordance with the language 
of the treaty ; nor was the evidence under the first certi« 
ficate considered sufficient to warrant the commissioner in 
arriving at the conclusion of the criminality of the ac. 
cused. The proceedings were continued before the com- 
missioner until the 23rd of May, when the commis. 
sioner announced his decision, and directed the accused 
to be committed to the custody of the marshal, to 
await the action of the proper authorities. The 
papers were immediately transmitted to Washington, 
and on the 26th May the President of the United States 
issued his warrant of extradition, directing the return of 
the accused to London. On the 23rd of May writs of 
habeas corpus and certiorari were allowed by the United 
States Court, and also by the Supreme Court of the State 
of New York. The writs issued by the United States 
Court were made returnable on the 28th May ; but on that 
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day, owing to the absence of one of the judges, the hear- 
ing on the writs was postponed until June 2nd. On that 
-day a hearing was had before the Court, and the counsel 
for the accused brought before the Court all the objections 
-which had been urged before the commissioner, and de- 
manded the unconditional discharge of Macdonnell. The 
‘Court, onthe 3rd of June, overruled all the objections, 
and remanded the accused to the custody of the marshal. 
‘On the 4th of June Macdunnell was surrendered to the 
London detective police officers, Serjeants Webb and 
Hancock, who placed him on board of the steamer Minne- 
sota, and left with him on that day for Liverpool. 

The writs issued by the Supreme Court of the State of 
New York were returnable on the 4th day of June. On 
that day the marshal and the commissioner made their 
returns, setting forth in substance the proceedings which 
had taken place, and suggesting that the matter was one 
exclusively within the control of the United States, and 
mot subject to the supervision of the tribunals of the 
‘State. This view was coincided in by the State Court, 
:and the writs were dismissed for want of jurisdiction. 

Thus it will be seen that the extradition of Macdonnell 
was completed by his delivery to the representatives of the 
British Government within less than forty days after the 
proceedings had been fairly initiated against him. 

These proceedings have been conducted with greater 
-celerity than has ever characterized any other proceedings 
of asimilar character, where the accused was vigorously 
and resolutely defended. There are cases pending now in 
the city of New York in which the accused has been. already 
some six months in custody, and no final decision has been 
yet attained; and the case of Carl Vogt, the fugitive from 
Belgium, charged with the crime of murder, is an illustra- 
xtion. 

The proceeds of the forgeries were supposed to have been 
sent from London to New York, addressed to various 
parties ; and in order to recover them, it became necessary 
to institute several suits against the parties who it was 
believed might be made the recipionts of the property. 
After the institution of such suits, a receiver was appointed 
by the Supreme Court ; and there came to his possession as 
such receiver a large quantity of the Bonds of the United 
States Government, amounting to about £50,000, which by 
the judgments obtained in the actions have been directed 
to be returned by such receiver to the Bank of England, 
and they have been so returned. It is right I should add, 
that throughout these proceedings the Bank of England 
have received most valuable assistance from the various 
Federal authorities here, by whom no pains have heen 
spared to secure the success which has been achieved. 

Perer WILLTAMS, 
Of the firm of Freshfields, Solicitors 
to the Bank of England, 


12, 1878. 
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e NOTES. 


The Law Society of Corle. Nas followed the example of 


‘the Incorporated .Law Séeiety of Dublin in protesting 
against the proposal to reduce the number of judges in the 
‘Landed Estates Court. At a special meeting of the 
society, held this week, resolutions were passed condemning 
the Bill now before Parliament, on the ground that the 
business of the Court could not be efficiently discharged 
by one Judge, especially as itis likely toincrease. It was 
resolved to communicate the opinion of the meeting to the 
-Marquis of Hartington, and to petition against the Bill. 


The Times reports some remarks made by Sir James 
Colvile, at the sitting of the Judicial Committee of 
the Privy Council on Tuesday last, calling attention to 
the business before the Committee. Their Lordships, 
he said, hoped to be able to get through all the cases 
ready to be heard before the Long Vacation. The 
list would be taken in «its order until the 22nd July 
inst., when the Admiralty cases would be takén, and after 
they were heard, if there should remain any Indian 
appeal unheard,.it would be heard. The list of appeals 
“was gradually getting smaller, and so far as that went it 
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was satisfactory, but there were a considerable number on 
the books which the parties had taken no effectual steps 
to set down for hearing. In one appeal the transcript 


“was delivered in 1861, 1 in 1865, 1 in 1866, 2 in 1867, 


2 in 1868, 14 in 1869, 43 in 1870, 53 in 1871, 53 in 1872, 
and 24 in 1873~—making altogether 195. Accordiug to 
printed list, the appeals comprise 122 from Bengal; from 
Madras, 10; Bombay, 2; Oude, 16; Rangoon, 2; Ajmere, 
1; Punjab, 1; Ceylon, 2; Malta, 2; New South Wales, 5 ; 
South Australia, 1; Victoria, 3; Hongkong, 2; New 
Zealand, 1; Canada, 14; New Brunswick, 3; Nova Scotia, 
2; Gibraltar, 1,; Cape of Good Hope, 1; Isle of Man, 2; 
Jersey, 1; and Constantinople, 1. 


The Manchester correspondent of the Liverpool Daily 
Post says that some time ago Lord Hatherley proposed to 
remove Mr. J. A. Russell, Q.C., the present County Court 
judge, from Manchester, but owing to the unanimous 
representations of the legal profession in Manchester, sup- 
ported by the Corporation and Chamber of Commerce, his 
lordship was induced to forego his determination. Within 
the past few days the rumour has been revived. It is 
proposed to remove Mr. Russell to Liverpool, consequent 
on the removal of Mr. Serjeant Wheeler to cireuit 43 
(London), vacant by the appointment of Mr. Macnamara 
to the office of commissioner under the new railway com- 
mission. Mr. Russell would be removed to Liverpool, and 
Mr. Hutton, the present judge of the Birmingham circuit, 
would have Manchester and Salford, being relieved of 
Bolton, Oldham, and Rochdale—Bolton being attached te 
Liverpool ; Oldham and Rochdale to circuit 19 (Bakewell) ; 
Chesterfield being’ removed to Sheffield and Rotherham. 


In returning thanks for the toast of “The Judges,” ai 
the banquet given by the Sheriffs on Friday last, Martin, 
B., took occasion to refer to the criticisms bestowed upon 
the occupants of the bench. He said that the Judges per= 
formed their duties before the public in the light of day, 
and in-the presence of the representatives of a watchful 
press. He added that it had always been a matter of sur- 
prise to him that, as a rule, they had so usually managed 
to escape censure; but he believed the explanation of that 
was that every member of the bench was animated by the 
desire to discharge his functions with the most rigid im- 
partiality, whether the suitors were rich or poor, aud in 
allcases to do what appeared to them to be right 


The competition for the office of Town Clerk of London 
appears likely to be keen. Among the candidates men 
tioned by the Times are Mr. Edward T. E. Besley, 
barrister ; Mr. William Thomas Charley, M.P., barrister ; 
Mr. Macrae Moir, barrister; Mr. John B. Monckton, 
solicitor; Mr. Robert Paget, vestry clerk; Dr. Joseph 
Sharpe, barrister; and Mr. J. H. Torr deputy registrar 
of the Marylebone County Court. The election is fixed 
for July 17, and the salary at first is to be £1,500. 


The Times correspondent announces that the Anglo- 
American Mixed Claims Commission is to resume its, 
sessions in a short time at Newport. Only a few impor- 
tant claims remain unadjudicated. Nearly all these are 
“cotton cases ’’—claims for cotton, the property of British 
subjects, which was captured or destroyed by the Federal! 
troops; and in nearly all tho United States seems to have 
a good defence, either that the cotton became the property 
of the British subject by a fraudulent transfer from its 
Confederate owner at a time when the capture or destruc- 
tion was inevitable, or that the destruction was not clearly 
traceable to the Federal troops, as in the burning of 
Columbia, South Carolina, about the responsibility for 
which the evidence widely differs. Among other cases to 
be adjudicated upon is that of the ship Springbok, to which 
we have previously referred (avte, p. 410). The Springbok, 
a British vessel, while on a voyage to Nassau, was seized 
without search by an American cruiser, on suspicion of 
being a blockade-runner, and with her cargo, valued at 
£66,000, was condemned as a prize. Afterwards the vessel 
was returned to her owners, but the cargo was definitely 
confiscated, and for this a claim is now made. 
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PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 
June 27.— Eeclesiastice? Commissioners Bitl.—This Bill was 
was read a second time. 
Canonries Bill —The report of amendments-on this Bill 
was agreed to. 
Admission to Bene fices and Churchwardenships, §c., Bill.— 
The report of amendments on this Bill was to. 


June 30.—Gorernment of Ireland Bill.—Earl Russell 
moved that this Bill be read a second time. After some de- 
bate the second reading of the Bill was negatived. 

Agricultural Children's Bill—The report of this Bill was 
received, and the amendments, with the exception of a pro- 
posed addition to clause 8, were added to the Bill. 

The Criten Private Estates Bill was read a second time. 

July 1—Titie Commutation Acts Amendment Biil,—Earl 
Fortescue, in moving the second reading of this Bill, said it 
had been occasioned by the attempt in. seven cases to in- 
crease the tithe rentcharge for land newly cultivated as 
market gardens (ente, yp. 200), an attempt which had been 
attended with very slight advantage to the tithe-owners 
compared with the costs of the litigation it had involved.— 
The Lord Chancellor thonght the Bill should be extended to 
hop-gardens, which stood in the same position as regarded 
re-assessment of tithe. The Bill was read a second time. 

The Reyal Bank of Scotland Bill passed through com- 
mittee. 

The Crotra 
mittee. 

The Shrewsbury and Harrow Schools Froperity Bill was | 
read a second time. : 

July 3.—The Judicature Biil.--Lord Cairns gave notice 
that on Tuesday he should call attention to the change in 
the proposals of the Government respecting the appellate 
jurisdiction since the Bill left this House, and to the con- 
sequences involved therein; and that he should ask 
whether, and if so when, the Government intended to lay 
before this House a complete scheme for regulating appeals 
from Scotland and Ireland analogons to the appellate 
system for England. ; 

Conveyancing (Seotlond) Bill_—After some’ debate, this 
Bill was read a second time. 

The Canonrirs Bil] was read a third time and passed. 

The Crown Prirate Estates Bill was also read the third | 
time and passed. 

The Shrewsbury and Harrow Schools Property Bill passed | 
through committee. 





Private Estates Bill also went through com- 


The Merriage .—Lord Chelmsford called attention 
to the royal commission on the laws of marriage, presented 
to the House in the session of 1868, and asked the Lord- 
Chancellor whether there was any probability of the in- 
troduction by her Majesty’s Government of any measure 
founded on that report.—The Lord Chancellor said it 
would not be possible for him to give a pledge as to the 
time or manner in which the Government would deal with 
this subject, if indeed daring their tenure of office it 
would be possible to deal with it all. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

Jane 27.—Juries Bill.—The House went into committee 
on this Billi. Un the amendment, moved by Mr. Magniac, 
on clause 45, 10 leave out the words at the end of the 
elause charging the additional expense occasioned, if any, 
om the local tazation being put, the Attorney-General 
said that the majority of the Select Committee were of 
opinion that the amount being very small it would be 
betier to leave it in this way—if these charges were removed 
from the local rates this should go with them, and if they 
remained local burdens, it should remain with them. He 

to follow the precedent set in the 63rd seciion 
of the Irich Land Act, where a number of duties were 
imposed on existing officers, and it was provided that 
any additional expense incurred should be paid by the 
Treasury “out of moneys tw be provided by Parliament 
for that purpose.”—Mr. Lopes approved of the course 
which the Attorney-General proposed, and the clause was 
agreed to. 

Clauses 46, 47, 46 and 49 were agreed to. 





Clause DW) was struck out, 


Clause 51 was to. 

On clause 52, the Attorney-General said that with 
regard to the composition of the jury, although he stil? 
retained his opinion that the number of the jurors should 
be reduced from 12 to 7, still, having received a com- 
munication from the Lord Chief Justice to the effect that 
the Common Law Judges were unanimously in favour of 
retaining the present number, and having heard strong 
opinions expressed to the same effect from various other 
quarters, he had thought it better to yield the point, and, 
therefore, he should himself move to amend the Bill by 
striking out that part of it which proposed to reduce the 
number of jurors to seven. The Common Law Judges 
were divided on the subject of the necessary of unanimity 
on the part of the jurors in finding their verdict. He 
thought that the time for requiring absolute unanimity on 
the part of jurors had gone by, and that it would be 
more reasonable to accept the verdict of a certain definite 
majority. It was not right that some unreasonable jury- 
man should have the power, by standing ont against his 12 
colleagues, to cause the whole expense of a protracted 
trial to be thrown away, or toenable a notorious criminal to 
escape from justice. Helding this view, therefore, he 
should take the opinion of the Committee upon this point. 
In his view it was most desirable that thespecial jury and the 
common juryelements should berepresented in a certain de- 
finite and ascertained proportion on all juries. The technical 
distinction between common and special jurors was a thing 
of yeaterday, and during the last two or three years, since 
the Act of the noble lord the member for Middlesex had 
come into operation, both ciasses of jurors had been placed 
on the same list, and in fact on a recent occasion several 
common jury cases in the Court of Common Pleas were 
tried by special jurors alone. The admixture of jurors of 
both classes had been recommended by the Common Law 
Procedure Commissioners in 1850 and in 1860, and by 
the Judicature Commissioners in 1869. It was true that 
those bodies had expressed themselves in favour of an 
indiscriminate admixture of both classes of jurors ; but it 
would be found to work much better if a definite and 
ascertained proportion of each class were placed on the 
jury. He thonght it exceedingly important that there 
should be on all juries some portion of intelligence, and 
also an infusion of classes, in order that the tribunal 
should be one which would be most likely to do justice 
between persons of all classes and engaged in every 
variety of business who might appeal to juries in order 
to the settlement of questions at issue between them. The 
experience of three years had showr that none of the evils 
anticipated from the course he suggested were in the least 
likely to arise, and therefore he moved to amend the section: 
by inserting words to provide that in all trials of civil or 
criminal issues the jury should consist of twelve persons, 
of whom four should be “special” and eight “ common” 
jurors.—Mr, Lopes said that the Attorney-General stood 
alone in the select committee in support of his scheme. 
He asked why the judges had not been asked to pronounce 
upon the question of composite guries? [The Attorney- 
General said the Bill was submitted generally to the judges, 
but they had not expressed an opinion on this part of it.] 
The almost universal feeling of the profession, so far as he 
had tested it, was against composite juries. —Mr. Alderman 
Lawrence expressed an opinion that composite juries were 
an innovation upon the constitutional doctrine that a mam 
should be tried by his peers.—Mr. Hardy thought that 
enormous hardship would arise from the composite jury 
system. In Kent there were 15,200 common and only 
400 special jurors ; in other words, the special jurors were 
only in the proportion of one in thirty-eight to the com- 
mon jurors. Therefore, if four special jurors were chosen 
for eight common jurors the former would have to serve 
nineteen times oftener than the latter.—Mr. West opposed 
the principle of composite juries as likely to shake the con~ 
fidence of the people in the system of trial by jary.—Mr. 
G thought a reduction in the number of the jury 
would tend to increase the feeling of responsibility. In 
criminal cases, the number of seven was safficient for all 
practical purposes, and in civil cases a jury of seven, with 
a verdict of six, would give general satisfaction. He disap- 
proved of the system of mixed juries proposed by the 
P -General.—Mr. Goldsmid, Mr. Floyer, and Mr. 
Walter opposed the amendment.—The Attorney-General 
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said he could answer the objections which had been made 
to the clause, but he would give way, and not trouble the 


committee. 
Clause 52 was then negatived, as were also clauses 53 


and 54. 

On clause 55 being proposed, Mr. Watkie Williams 
moved the insertion of the words, “ Provided also that the 
existing right of either party to pray a tales shall not be 

by this clause.’ The amendment was agreed to, 
and on @ division it was decided by 165to 110 that the 
clause as amended should stand part of the Bill. 

Clause 56 was struck out. 

On clause 57, Mr. West said that the plan of selecting 
jurors from the list alphabetically would, in large counties 
like Yorkshire and Lancashire, have the effect of causing 
great inconvenience. The present plan enabled jurors to 
be drawn from the neighbourhoods in which the cases were 
to be tried, instead of absolute strangers being drawn from 
distant points at great and unnecessary personal incon- 
venience.—Mr. Stanhope and Mr. Cross urged the same 
consideration.—The Attorney-General said that if any 
plan could be devised by which the issues to be tried at a 
particular place should be tried by juries drawn from 
around that place he should be glad to accept it. The 
clause was agreed to. 

Clauses 58 to 60 inclusive were agreed to. 

On clause 61, Mr. Gregory moved the introduction of 
words to the effect that in certain cases a special jary be 
struck according to the practice in force before the passing 
of the Common Law Procedure Act of 1852. The amend- 
ment was agreed to, and the clause as amended ordered to 
stand part of the Bill. 

Clause 62 was agreed to. 

Clause 63 was amended by the introduction of words 
providing for the distribution of a copy of the panel among 
certain specified persons, and the clause was agreed to. 

On clause 64, Mr. Gregory moved an amendment to the 
effect that in civil causes no juror should be required to 
attend upon his summons for more than two consecutive 
days, unless he should have been sworn and impanelled for 
the trial of some cause.—The Attorney-General opposed 
the amendment, which was negatived, and the clause was 
agreed to, 

On clause 65, progress was reported. 

The Canada Loan Guarantee Bill.—This Bill was read a 
third time. 

The Court of Queen’s Bench (Ireland) Grand Juries Bill 
was read a third time. 

June 30.—Supreme Court of Judicature Bill—On the 
order of the day for going into committee on this Bill, 
Mr. Gladstone said that both the Lord Chancellor and 
the Attorney-General, in introducing this Bill respectively 
to both Houses of Parliament, had stated that it was their 
view that to establish one Court of Appeal for the three 
countries was a great object of policy in the improvement 
of our jurisprudence. Their reason for proposing a 
different course in the Bill was that evidence had been 
taken before the Committee of the House of Lords to the 
effect that the “ profession” and the people of Scotland 
and Ireland would greatly prefer that the Appellate Juris. 
diction should continue in the House of Lords. It now 
appeared, however, that those who represented Ireland and 
Scotland were not only willing but desirions that the 
jurisdiction as to Irish and Scotch Appeals should be 
removed from the House of Lords, and that the Bill should 
beadapted to those altered circumstances, so as to give the 
measure a character of greater completeness and efficiency. 
The Government had arrived at the conclusion that it 
would be practicable to introduce into the present measure 
the changes necessary for effecting this purpose without 
Imposing on Parliament any such additional labour, 
or introducing any such great alterations into the 
structure of the Bill as would make it run any 
Serious risk. What he should propose was this— 
to go through the Bill on the clauses as it stood, without 
touching in the committee the subject ; but while the 

ouse was in committee they would give notice of the 
Provisions they proposed to introduce, and when they had 
reported the Bill after committee they would propose 
to recommit it for the purpose of giving effect to those 
changes.—Dr. Ball thonght it most undesirable that there 
should exist several distinct Courts of Appeal, dealing with 





the same law, considering the danger of conflicting 
decisions on the same subject. It must be clearly under- 
stood that some representation of the Irish Bench would 
be necessary in the Appellate Tribunal.—Mr. Bouverie 
thought the statement of his right hon. friend must be 
satisfactory to all those who were disposed to support the 
motion of which he had given notice. To make the court 
satisfactory and efficient, it would be necessary to have a 
fair representation of the Judges of the two sister countries 
on the Appellate Tribunal.—Mr. Disraeli suggested that 
the Bill should be postponed, and that before going into 
committee the amendments which were proposed by the 
Government should be placed upon the paper.—The 
Attorney-General hoped the House would not assent to 
the proposal] of the right hon. gentleman, which, though 
it sounded reasonable, would ia truth postpone the Bill 
almost indefinitely. Although the subject was of 
importance, the changes which would be necessary in the 
structure of the Bill would be comparatively slight.—Mr. 
Bourke believed that when the country and the various 
law sccieties considered this question they would come 
to the conclusion that there was no Court of Appeal so 
efficient and so economical as a properly-constituted 
House of Lords. He urged the adoption of the suggestion 
of the right hon. member for Buckinghamshire. Mr. 
Vernon Harcourt concurred in the announced intention of 
the Government to make one great Court of Appeal for 
the whole empire. He pointed out, however, that, the 
Court to be established by the Bill would consist of three 
separate elements, different in character, constitution, 
rank, and emolument. There were to be three classes of 
Judges—ex officio, ordinary, and occasional ; this, on the 
face of it, would bea grave defect in a Final Court of 
Appeal, and would diminish its authority. The er officio 
Judges would not attend to their ev oficio duties any more 
than other ex officio officers, except on show occasions. 
The result would be we should have nine ordinary Judges 
left, and they would be the only Judges who would do 
work. There would be the three Judges of the present 
Committee of the Privy Council, who would have enough 
to do in the hearing Indian and Colonial appeals; two 
Lords Justices and another Judge, who would have 
plenty to do in hearing Chancery appeals, and the appeals 
which now went to the House of Lords; and there would 
remain to settle the law of England three Puisne Judges, 
who were to be substituted for the Exchequer Chamber 
and the House of Lords, Would the people be satisfied 
with such an Appeal Court? As to the Courts of first 
instance, why were the Lord Chief Justice of Common 
Pleas, the Lord Chief Baron of the Exchequer, or the 
Master of the Rolls to be continued? How could the 
fusion which was sought for be accomplished if these 
distinctions were to be stereotyped in the Bill? 
As to the consent of the Attorney-General to provide 
for an increase of the judicial staff in Equity, it was absurd 
to suppose that to enable a Common Law Judge to 
administer justice in a case in which an Equity question 
arose it would be necessary for an Equity Judge to sit 
beside him to “coach” him in Equity.—Mr. Hunt said 
it would be a waste of time to go into Committee until 
they had the amendments of her Majesty's Government on 
the paper, and he moved that the debate be now adjourned. 
—Mr. Henley drew attention to one part of the Bill which 
seemed to be unfair and unjust to the Common Law Judges. 
The circuit expenses of the Common Law Judges, instead 
of leaving them in receipt of £5,000 a year, reduced them 
to a position in which they really received but £4,500. It 
was neither just nor fair where they professed to put all 
the Judges on an equality as to salary to leave some 
evidently in an inferior position.—The Solicitor-General 
said that the structural alterations in the measure by the 
adoption of the proposed changes would not be of an ex 

tensive character; he believed only four clauses would 
require any alteration, and in these four a very slight 
amount of alteration was all that would be necessary. 
There were only twenty-five Scotch appeals a year, and 
it would be quite enough if a Scotch Naha sat in that 
section which disposed of the Scotch appeals. He did 
not believe any of the suggested difficulties would be found 
serious in committee. After some remarks by Mr. 
Newdegate and Mr. Matthews the adjournment of the 
debate was negatived by 192 to 170, 
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On the motion for going into committee, Mr. Raikes 
took the opportunity of explaining en bloc the amendments 
he intended to move. 

The House then went into committee. 

Clause 1 was agreed to. 
™ On clause 2 (period of commencement of Act), Mr. 
Bourke proposed that the Act should commence in 
November, 1875, instead of 1874. He thought the Bill 
would not be satisfactorily framed unless the House knew 
exactly what was going to be done with the county couris. 
—The Attorney-General could hardly think the hon. 
gentleman was serious in proposing that the operation of 
this scheme for the improvement of the superior courts 
should be delayed until an alteration was’ made in the 
county court system. On a division the amendment was 
rejected by 65 to 25. 

oy clause was then agreed to, as were also clauses 3 
and 4. 

On clause 5, which relates to the constitution of the High 
Court, Sir R. Baggallay proposed, page 2, line 12, to leave 
out the words, “the first three Judges,” and insert the 
words, “there shall be five ex officio and eighteen ordinary 
Judges thereof,” provision being made for an additional 
Vice-Chancellor—The Solicitor-General opposed ihe 
amendment. An additional Vice-Chancellor, including his 
staff of clerks, trainbearer, and other officers, would cost 
£15,815, besides a charge for pensions which would not be 
immediate, of £4,000, making a total of nearly £20,000 a 
year. The next point to be considered was, was the new 
Vice-Chancellor wanted? In a letter to the Times from a 


practising solicitor it was stated there were 507 cases | 


standing before the Court of Chancery, and that it would 
take three years to get through them. The average rate 
of proceeding before the Court of Chancery was upwards of 
2,000 causes a year; and instead of occupying three ycars, 
the 507 causes in question would only occupy four months 
and ahalf. In proof that there was no increase of arrears 


in five years, the Master of the Rolls had twice, to his | 


certain knowledge, and he believed thrice, risen for want 


of business; and Lord Hatherley’s experience when a | 


Vice-Chancellor was of a similar character. The Govern- 


ment intended to appoint at least three lawyers acquainted | 
with Equity to the Common Law Conrts, and if there was | 
any accidental pressure it would be possible to relieve it | 
by sending an additional Judge to the Chancery division. ! 
Another objection raised was that when evidence was taken | 
viga voce they would necessarily lengthen the time occupied | 
by causes, and therefore they wonld not be able to dispose | 


of as many canses in the Court of Chancery as they had 
been in the habit of doing. He was not at all certain of 
that. The great causes which took a long time in hearing 


were generally of two or three classes, such as infringe- | 
ments of patents, obstruction of ancient lights, and the | 
| Common Law taking evidence and disposing of a matter 


like. These, however, were properly Common Law actions, 
and ought never to come into Equity at all, 


Equity suit. In a short period, perhaps about ten 
years, it was hoped to obtain this resnlt—that both 
practitioners and judges would have become suffi- 
ciently familiar with the principles of Equity to ad- 
minister it in a satisfactory manner in all the courts. 
The number of arrears must be distinguished from the 
number of causes set down for hearing, and if the Judges 

t six weeks more in any one year he believed they could 
dispose of the whole of the arrears. The Conti of Chan- 
Cery #at twenty-seven wecks, aud it would be no great 
hardship if it sat two or three weeks more. He quoted 
from @ return which he had obtained to show that the 
business of the Court of Chancery was not increasing. 
The Conrt of Chancery had been for some years oppressed 
by orders for winding up public companies, but that 
business also was slowly wearing out. ‘The reanit of his 
statistics, he said, was that in no branch of Chancery 
business had there been any increase, and that there had 
been no increase of arrears except during the last five 
months, and no increase even then when compared with 
the previous five years. He did not believe there was 
any Court of Judicature in the world which could give so 





Under the | 
new Bill they would be tried in the Common Law Courts, | 
and he did not believe, when they took away from it all the | 
Common Law actions, that the business of the Court of | 
Chancery would be at all increased by introducing viva, | 
voce evidence in the rare cases where it was wanted in an | 
| original form, in which the Lord Chancellor was not named 





good an account of itself with respect to arrears as the 
English Court of Chancery.—Mr. Gregory expressed 
dissatisfaction with the explanation of the Solicitor-General, 
—Mr. 0. Morgan said it appeared to him to be an apt 
illustration of the saying that there was nothing so 
fallacious as facts and figures. In tho Court in which he 
practised—that of Vice-Chancellor Wickens—they had not 
touched a single new cause since Haster, having been 
occupied for the last two months and a half in disposing of 
motions, petitions, and further considerations. During the 
same period the Court of Vice-Chancellor Malins had been 
occupied in hearing nothing but motions, petitions, and 
summonses. There never was such a block iu the Court 
of Chancery as at present. The number of causes set 
down for hearing last term was no less than 600; 150 
more than were ever set down for hearing at one time 
before. With regard to the increase of business in the 
Court of Chancery, his hon. and learned friend had 
quoted returns for five years, beginning with 1867, which 
was an exceptional year. But a wider area should be 
taken. During the last nine years the number of causes 
set down had steadily inoreased from 1,844 in 1863 to 
2,275 in 187l—an increase of 431, or 23 to 24 per cent, 
But it was in chambers that the chief pressure of business 
had been felt during the last few years. Business there 
had increased between 60 and 70 per cent.—Mr. C. E. 
Lewis referred to one scandal connected with the Court of 
Chancery—the transaction of chamber business. Few 
members were aware of the way in which Vice-Chancellors 
were driven to conduct their business. They.had to dispose 
of it at three or four o’clock in the afternoon, after a heavy 
day’s work, and some of the business was really important 
—such as the custody of infants and the maintenance of 
wards—and it ought to be transacted by a Vice-Chancellor 
sitting in chambers one day a week, He was not impressed 
with the statistics of the Solicitor-General. At least, it 
would be a novel experience to find 507 litigated causes 
disposed of in four months anda half. Unless the 3lst 
clause was altered in committee—and he did not anticipate 
it would be—he could not vote for the appointment of an 
additional Vice-Chancellor.—Mr. Hinde Palmer thought 
the additional judge was absolutely essential to the proper 
working of this alteration in the system of judicature. 
After observations by Dr. Ball, Mr. W. Fowler, Mr. 
Purcell, and Mr. Serjeant Simon, Sir R. Baggallay, in 
reply, said that nothing could be more delusive than the 
Solicitor-General’s statistics. He submitted the actual 
number of cases in arrear on the same day in the years 
1870, 1871, 1872, and 1873, and they were respectively 
302, 461, 431, and 536. A Court of Equity, disposing of 
fifty cases a week, with the evidence already taken, anda 
subsequent reference to chambers to take voluminous 
accounts, was altogether a different thing from a Court of 


once for all. The Judges ought tospend more time in 
chambers, and they ought to do work which was now 
done by the chief clerks. The amendment was ultimately 
negatived without a division. 

Mr. Raikes proposed to leave out the words “ Lord 
Chancellor,” with a view to restoring the Bill to its 


as a judge of the High Court of Justice.—The amend- 
ment was agreed to.—Mr. Vernon Harcourt moved the 
omission of the words “ Master of the Rolls, Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, and Lord Chief Baron of 
the Exchequer.” is object was to make the Court of 
First Instance a homogeneous court, and to strengthen 
the Court of Final Appeal.—-Mr. Serjeant Simon seconded 
the amendment, characterising the Bill as a miserable 
bungling piece of legislation, which would have to be 
amended in a session or two, and then be replaced by @ 
consolidation Act.—Mr. Walpole said the amendment would 
weaken, instead of strengthening, the highest court in the 
realm. ‘The Court of Appeal ought to be independent of 
the courts below, but its judges ought to be familiar with 
the practice of those courts.—Mr. Osborne Morgan said 
the staff of the Court of Chancery was already insufficient, 
but his hon. and learned friend proposed to make it still 
more insufficient by taking away the Master of the Rolls 
—The Attorney-General said it was of greater importance 
than people generally supposed that there should be places 
which would tempt the more eminent mon in the 
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ession to leave the bar and go to the bench, but the 
amendment would sacrifice historical positions which were 
among the most valuable prizes of the profession.—Mr. 
H. James supported the amendment. He could see no 
necessity for insisting upon dividing the court into three 
. divisions and perpetuating the distinction between the dif- 
ferent courts of Common Law. The Attorney-General had 
said that the Bill simply introduced a transition state of 
things; but if the committee looked to the 80th clause, 
the effect was quite otherwise ; it was to perpetuate the 
patronage of the Chief Justice of the Queen’s Bench, the 
Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and the Chief Baron 
toall time, while the same consideration was not shown 
to the puisne judges.—The Solicitor-General warmly repu- 
diated the imputation that motives other than those of 
public interest bad exercised any influence with reference 
to this matter.—-On a division the amendment was rejected 
by 152 to 96. 

P; s was then reported. 

The National Debt Commissioners (Annuities) Bill was 
read a second time. 

The Public Works Loan Commissioners (School and Sani- 
tary Loans) Bill was read a second time. 

Publie Records (Ireland).—The Marquis of Hartington 
introduced a Bill to amend ‘“‘ The Public Records (Ireland) 
Act, 1867,” and to make provision for keeping safely cer- 
tain parochial records in Ireland. 


July 1.—Supreme Court of Judicature Bill.—The House 
resumed the consideration of this Bill in committee on an 
amendment to clause 5, proposed by the Solicitor-General, 
to omit the words, ‘‘ one other judge to be appointed by her 
Majesty.”—Dr. Ball said he feared that on this point of 
additional judges the Law Officers of jthe Crown spoke from 
their briefs rather than from their convictions,-—Sir F, , 
Goldemid suggested the appointment of one additional | 
Equity Judge, who might be called in when equitable points | 
arose before the Common Law Judges.—-The Attorney- | 
General altogether denied that the large appointment of | 
Equity Judges which had been suggested was necessary. | 
The question now before the committee, however, was as to | 
the necessity for appointing an additional Vice-Chancellor. | 
On this point the figures quoted yesterday by the Solicitér. | 
General clearly showed that, whatever arrears in Chancery | 
now existed were due to personal causes of an exceptional | 
character.—Mr. Vernon Harcourt thought there was no cass 
whatever for the appointment of an additional Equity Judge. | 

| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 





What was wanted was not greater judicial force, but a better | 
distribution of it.—On a division, the amendment was carried 
by 141 to 73. On the words excepting from appointment 
to the High Court of Justice ‘‘such of the aforesaid Judges 
a8 shall be transferred to the Court of Appeal as ordinary 
Judges thereof, under the provisions of this Act,” the 
Attorney-General proposed the first of three amend- 
ments, (which was the insertion, after “such,” of “if 
appointed ordinary Judges of,’ and the omission of all 
the words after ‘‘appeal.’ ‘The practical effect of the 
amendment was to give the Government power to select | 
three new Judges for the Court of Appeal, instead of 
transferring three Common Law Judges there.—Mr. Vernon 
Harcourt contended that the proposed amendments of the | 
Government would give them power to incur an annual ex- 
penditure of £15,000, for which there was no justification. | 
—Mr. 0. Morgan pressed the hon. and learned member not | 
to raise the question at this stage.—The Attorney-General 
referred to a later amendment, which would bind the 
Government in the future against the abuse which the hon. 
and learned member contemplated in the permanent ap- 
pointment of three additional judges. The temporary 
difficulty was that of finding the requisite number of Kquity 
Judges for the Court of Appeal.—Mr. Gladstone said he 
had assented to this proposition of the Attorney-General for 
two reasons, one of which was that it enlargod the power of 
selection, There was another reason for tho amendment, It 
bs intended to constitute one High Court of Appeal for 
bom three kingdoms, and he did not think the just claim to 
pr ae Trish and Scotch Judges upon the Court would be 
equately met by the simple addition of ex oficio Judges. — 
. t) Solicitor-General said that their proposal, with a view 
= strengthen the Equity department of the Court of Appeal, 
Dit ane moderate indeed. ‘Iwo Equity Judges in one 
r a on would probably be suflicient. ‘They did not propose 
be ey to appoint more than one, but they wished to 
unfettered, for this reason, that they might reckon on 





having to appoint members of the Scotch and Irish 
bench or bar, not with the view of increasing the on 
the public, but simply to provide for carrying out fairly the 
plan accepted by the Government.—Mr. 0. Morgan and Mr. 
Hughes supported, and Mr. Matthews and Mr. West opposed 
the proposal of the Government. The amendment was 
ultimately agreed to.—Mr. O. Morgan, in order to secure the 
appointment in each Common Law Division of at least one 
Equity Judge, moved an amendment to the effect that so 
many other judges should be appointed by letters patent as 
might be required to constitute the several Divisions of the 
Court in a manner provided by a subsequent clause. He 
provided by a subsequent amendment that the offices he 
proposed to create should not be filled up unless, by death 
or retirement, the number of judges in each Division fell 
below five. The object of the amendment was to provide 
for a transitional period, and could not cost more than 
£15,000 altogether.—The Attorney-General believed the 
Courts would speedily obtain all the assistance they required 
without the provision contemplated by this amendment.— 
The amendment was withdrawn.—Mr. Vernon Har- 
court moved the omission from the clause of words 
which would perpetuate the offices of Master of the 
Rolls, Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, and Lord 


| Chief Baron.—The Attorney-General said that the power 
| given to the Queen in the Bill to abolish the Divisions would 


equally give her power to abolish the titles of the judges 


| composing the Divisions. ‘he amendment was withdrawn.— 
The Attorney-General proposed the following proviso :— 


‘* Provided always that if at the commencement of this Act 
the number of puisne justices and junior barons who shall 
become judges of the said High Court shall exceed twelve 
in the whole, no new judge of the said High Court shall be 


‘ appointed in the place of any such puisne justice or junior 


baron who shall die or resign while such whole 
number shall exceed twelve, it being intended that the 
permanent number of judges of the said High Court shall 
not exceed twenty-two.” Tae proviso was adopted, and the 
clause agreed to. 

On clause 6 (constitution of the Court of Appeal), Mr. 
Vernon Harcourt and Mr. Walpole contended that until the 
committee knew from what source the Scotch and Irish 
Judges would come they could not legislate with certainty 
in constituting the Court of Appeal—The Lord Advocate 
suggested that the committee should pass the clause 
provisionally; but Mr. Gordon thought a discussion of the 
clause at present would be a waste of time, since it was not 
the clause which the Government would ultimately propose. 


| —Mr. Gladstone stated the proposals of the Government. 


One of them would exten the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Appeal. The Government thought it would be necessary to 
introduce into the Court of Appeal one ordinary member 
from the legal profession in Ireland ard one ordinary 
member from the legal profession in Scotland. Together 
with the ordinary members so appointed it would be right to 
make an addition to the ex eficio members of the Court of 
Appeal, and this addition would consist of not fewer than 
one from Scotland and one from Ireland.—The Attorney- 
General afterwards undertook to put the Government 
amendments on the paper so that they would be in the 
hands of hon. members on Thursday morning. Pro- 
gress was reported at this stage. 
Turnpike Acts Continuance Bill.—This Bill was read a se- 
cond time. 
The National Debt Commissioners (Annuities) BW passed 
through committee. 
Public Works Loan Commissioners (Scho 
Loans Bill), also passed through committee, 
The Prison Officers Superannuation (Ireland) Bill was read 
a third time and passed. 
Real Estates Settlements Bili.—This Bill was withdrawn, 
Landlord and Tenant Biil.— This Bill was also withdrawn, 
Monastic and Conventual Institutions Bill—Mr, Newdegate 
moved the second reading of this Bill—Mr. Pease moved, 
and Mr. Matthews seconded, an amendment that the Bill be 
read a second time that day six months, The Bill was lost 
by a majority of 131 to 96. 
The National Debt Conunissioners’ (Annuities) Bill was 
read a third time and passed. 
The Pudlic Works Loan Commissioners (Annuities) But 
was read a third time and passed. 
July 3.—Supreme Cow't of Judicatere Bidi—The consi- 
eration of this Bill in committee was resumed on the 6th 
d 
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clause (Court of Appeal), the question before the com. 
mittee being that the clause be postponed.—Mr. Disraeli 
said there had been some misapprehension as to the con- 
duct of the House of Lords. The subject was always 
treated as if the House of Lords had relinquished duties 
which they were not able any longer to fulfil. That was 
anerror. The House of Lords did not for 2 moment 
acknowledge that they were unable to fulfil those duties 
which the constitution of this country delegates to them. 
If there had been no change the House of Lords were 
capable of perfectly fulfilling the duties which the pre- 
sent constitution of the country devolves on themas & 
court of appeal. But the moment you terminate all these 
intermediary appeal courts the appeals, which are now 50 
or 60, would be 500 or 600; and the House of Lords felt 
that by their constitution they would be quite inadequate 
to transact business of that amount, and they felt also the 
unsuitableness and incongruity of a senate like the 
House of Lords being called on to decide on a point 
of procedure in a court of law, and upon some 
interlocutory motion questions which, if there was only 
one tribunal of ultimate appeal, must all go to the 
House of Lords. He could not understand why Irishmen 
and Scotchmen were not to enjoy the privilege of a single 
appellate tribunal; yet if that were given to them the 
Scotch and Irish appeals, which may now be thirty cr 
forty, would become 300 or 400; there would be appeals 
on points of practice, on the most insignificant subjects, on 
interlocutory questions from Ireland and Scotland argued 
here, and solicitors and perhaps barristers would be brought 
from Dublin and from Edinburgh to discuss these matters. 
The result, he thought, would be to lead the Irish and the 
Scotch to make a demand for only one Court of Appeal, 
in Doblin for Ireland, and in Edinburgh for Scotland. 
He denied that there was sufficient evidence that the 
Scotch and Irish people had changed their opinions on 
this subject. He suggested that the Government should 


take some further time to consider the details of the 
scheme, especially as modified by the enormons concessions 
made the other night, so that in the next session they 


should introduce a Bill which would be satisfactory to the 
House and to the country.—Mr. Gladstone, in reply, said 
that the right hon. gentleman committed himself to this 
opinion—that if we abolish intermediate jurisdiction in 
Treland and in Scotland, the consequence of that will be 
that, instead of having one Court of Appeal for the three 
countries, we shall be compelled, in deference to the 
demand of Ireland and Scotland, to have three Courts of 
Appeal, and that opinion was founded upon a prior argu- 
ment, which was this—that as, according to the principles 
of this Bill, itis of great advantage to the people of this 
country that intermediate appeals should be abolished, 
we should not be justified in withholding that advantage 
from the people of Ireland and Scotland. He pointed ont 
that the question of intermediate appeal is not the same in 
the three countries. While it might be perfectly right to 
abolish intermediate appeals in London, it might not be 
expedient to do so in Dublin or Edinburgh.—Mr. Gregory 
felt convinced that unless there was an intermediate court 
appointed to consider and adjudicate upon minor matters, 
the appellate scheme proposed in the Bill would not work 
in a satisfactory manner.—Mr. Macfie thought that the 
best course to adopt, instead of bringing Scotch appeals to 
England, would be to create a well-paid and thoroughly 
efficient Appellate Court in Scotland.—Mr. Amphlett 
agreed in thinking that great inconvenience and conflict of 
decisions would arise from having the Supreme Court of 
Appealsitting in divisions, and thus constituting twoor more 
ultimate Courts of Appeal, each of whose decisions should 
be final The Solicitor-General said the fact was they could 
not get through the appeals without Divisions. As to conflicts 
arising between those Divisions, there was no reuson to be 
apprehensive on the point. We had at present no theo- 
retical security against conflicts between the two ultimate 
courts of appeal—the Privy Council and the House of 
Lords. But the answer to this objection was that the diffi. 
culty never did occur. But there was a means of prevent- 
ing this conflict between the Divisions of the Supreme 
Court. This means was adopted by the Court of Cassation 
in Paris and the Court of Session in Scotland, and it was 
that one Division called in additional judges when it was 
seen that a conflict was likely to occur. After some discus- 
sion the amendment was withdrawn. 





Mr. Matthews moved the omission of the word “nine” 
as fixing the number of the judges which is to constitute 
the Appellate Court. The amendment was negatived. 

Mr. Matthews then proposed the omission, in line 12, 
after the words ‘‘ appeal in Chancery,”’ of all the words to 
‘¢1871” in line 14, the object being to exclude the salaried 
judges of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council from 
being members of the new Court of Appeal. On a division 
the amendment was rejected by 62 to 12. 

The Solicitor-General (in the absence of the Attorney. 
General) moved, in page 3, line 14, to leave out all the words 
after “three,” and to insert ‘‘ other persons as Her Majesty 
may be pleased to appoint by letters ;atent, such appoint: 
ment may be made either before or after the time appointed 
for the commencement of this Act; kut, if made 
before, shall take effect at the commencement of this Act.” 
The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. Matthews moved the omission of the words from 
line 21 to 35 enabling the Queen to appoint as additional 
Judges of the Court of Appeal persons qualified by statute 
to be members of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, or who having acted in Scotland as Lord Justice 
General or Lord Justice Clerk, or in Ireland as Lord Chan. 
cellor or Lord Justice of Appeal, should signify their willing- 
ness to serve. ‘The Solicitor-General, Mr. H. James, and 
Sir Rk. Baggallay opposed the amendment, which wis nega- 
tived, 

The Solicitor-General proposed the addition to the clause 
of the following words:—‘“ Every such additional judge 
who shall have been a Lord Chancellor, hereafter for the 
first time appointed to that office, shall be deemed to have 
undertaken the duty to serve as such additional judge 
until he shall have served as judge for the period of 
fifteen years in the whole in all or any of the following 
offices :—Lord Chancellor, a Judge of any of the Courts of 
Chancery, Queen’s Bench, Common Pleas, Excheqner, 
Probate, High Court of Justice, or Court of Appeal.” 
The object of the amendment was to place fature Lord 
Chancellors on the same footing in respect of pension as 
the Comnon Law Judges.—Mr. Gladstone thought it would 
be convenient to postpone this discussion till they came to 
clause A, when the whole subject might be considered on 
its merits —The amendment was withdrawn, and the 
clause was ordered to stand part of the Bill. 

Clause 7 was agreed to. 

On clause 8, Mr. Matthews proposed to omit all the 
words after ‘‘ provided” to the end of the clause “that 
no judge of either of the Courts should henceforth be re- 
quired to take the degree of serjeant-at-law.”—The 
Attorney-General opposed the amendment, which on @ 
division was lost by 85 to 39. The clause was agreed 


; to, as were clauses 9 to 11 inclusive. 


On clause 12, Mr. Matthews moved an amendment to 
the effect that the expenses of the Judges who might be 
commissioned to go circuits should be borne and paid in 
like manner as the expenses of the Judges who go the 
winter circuit are now borne and paid. The amendment 
was negatived, and the clause was agreed to. 

On clause 13, which defines the jurisdiction of the High 
Court of Justice as including that of several existirg 
courts, Mr. 0. Morgan proposed to include among the 
courts absorbed the Courts of Chancery of the Duchies of 
Lancaster and Durham. The amendment was withdrawn. 

Mr. Cross then proposed to omit, in line 26, the words 
“The Court of Common Pleas of the County Palatine of 
Lancaster.” He said that the position of the attorneys 
practising in the Court was peculiar, and, if the Court 
were abolished, they would be entitled to compensation.— 
The Attorney-General said the case of the attorneys prac- 
tising in the Court of Lancaster was worthy of considera- 
tion, and should have it. On a division, the amendment 
was rejected by 129 to 95. 

Clauses 14, 15, and 16, were agreed to. 

Sir R. Baggallay moved the omission of clause 17 (which 
provides that there shall be no appeal from the High Court 
or the Court of Appeal to the House of Lords or to the 
Judicial Committee), After divisions had been taken with 
reference to postponing the clause and reporting progress, 
it was decided, by 154 to 93, that the clanse stand part of 
the Bill. 

Extradition Act, 1870, Amendment.—The Attorney: 
General brought in a Bill to amend the Extradition Act 
(1870). 
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APPOINTMENTS. 


It is officially announced that Ricnarp Cayuey, Esq, 
has been appointed to be Puisne Judge of the Suprem.e 
Court of the Island of Ceylon. Mr. Cayley was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s Inn, in Trinity Term, 1862, and has 
held the office of Deputy Queen’s Advocate in Ceylon, in 
which he was recently succeeded by L. B. Clarence, Esq. 

The Hon. A. THESIGER has been appointed a Queen’s 
Counsel. The learned gentleman was called tothe bar at 
the Inner Temple,in Trinity Term, 1862. 





SuprEME Court oF JUpicatuRE Bitt.—The resolut‘ons 
of the [rish Judges in reference to the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Bill, with the letter of Baron Dowse to the 
Chief Secretary for Ireland, have been printed in a 
Parliamentary paper. The resolutions were:—‘‘1. That 
it is of essential importance to the administration of the 
law that there should be preserved a right of final appeal 
from the decisions of the Courts in Ireland to the same 
tribunal as that to which the right of final appeal shall lie 
from the like decisions of the Courts in England.” “2, 
That, in the event of a new Court of Appeal being 
substituted for the House of Lords, a suitable number of 
Irish Judges, to be selected from the body of Judges of both 
Law and Equity, should be associated with the English 
members thereof.” Baron Dowse added that he was 
requested by the Judges to convey to Her Majesty’s 
Government their unanimous opinion that it would be 
prejudicial to the administration of justice in Ireland that 
the existing union of its supreme appellate authority 
with that of England should be severed, because that 
union constitutes the connecting link between the 
judiciaries of the two countries, and as such contributes 
largely to the maintenance of uniformity in the 
administration of a common jurisprudence, and preserves 
the reputation and efficiency of the appellate jurisdiction 
as the supreme tribunal of final resort for the United 
Kingdom. The letter was dated the 7th ult.— Times, 


Tue Caancery Funps Act.—The Times prints a letter 
from the Treasury with reference to the receipt of divi- 
dends and moneys from the Court of Chancery. This 
process, as our contemporary remarks, especially by 
bankers and others who hold powers of attorney, has 
hitherto been a very troublesome process, as cheque could 
not be obtained unless the attorney named in the power 
personally attended at the Chancery Pay Office, and was 
identified by a solicitor known there, thus imposing upon 
some of the partners in every London banking firm the 
trouble of attending in Chancery-lane on each occasion 
when Chancery dividends were payable. The Secretary 
of the Mercantile Law Amendment Society was asked 
some time since to endeavour to obtain such a change in 
the mode of making Chancery payments as would relieve 
bankers and others from the necessity of personal attend- 
ance. The following letter shows that his efforts 
have been attended with success so far as relates to 
all cases where dividends are received under powers 
of attorney—a great boon to the London bankers. It is 
believed that further facilities will be provided for the receipt 
of dividends by creditors under creditors’ suits, so that 
personal attendance in such ceses may also be dispensed 
with :—“ ‘lreasury-chambers, June 30, 1873. Sir,—l am 
directed by the Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s 
Treasury to acquaint you that they have given their atten- 
tion to the letters you have addressed to them on the subject 
of the Chancery Funds Act. I am to inform you that they 
have various proposals before them, upon which they are not 
able at the present moment to announce a decision, But, 
as the payment of the July dividends is at hand, and as 
they are anxious to consult, as faras the safety of the public 
service will permit, the convenience of bankers and others 
who receive Chancery dividends under powers of attorney, 
they have decided to dispense henceforth, in their case, with 
— attendance, and they have instructed the Chancery 

aymaster to deliver cheque for such dividends to bankers’ 
clerks presenting a list of them at the Chancery Pay-office, 
accompanied by a request to that effect, signed by one of 
the persons named in the respective powers of attorney.—I 
am, sir, your obedient servant, 11M Law.—The 
Secretary Mercantile Law Amendment Society.” 





SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


At the meeting of this society on Tuesday last, the annual 
report of the committee was read, which was as follows :— 

We have now to lay before you our report of the pro- 
ceedings of the society during the past session. 

The session has comprised thirty-one meetings, at which 
eighteen legal and ten jurisprudential questions have been 
discussed, and the remaining meetings have been devoted to 
the general business of the society and special motions. 

The average length of the debates has been one hour and 
thirty-eight minutes. 

The average number of members attending the meetings 
throughout the session has been nineteen, the largest 
number present at any meeting having been thirty-four. 

The average number of speakers has been eight, and of 
voters eleven. 

During the past year twenty-eight new members have 
been elected, and six gentlemen have resigned, and there 
are now on the rolls of the society 191 members, being an 
increase of sixteen since our last annual report. 

During the session the committee have held nine meetings, 
and have had under their consideration thirty-four legal 
questions, of which eighteen have been approved for debate. 

The second congress of Law Siudents Societies was held 
at the Law Institution in May last, at which your society 
was represented by four members. 

We have to announce that since the last annual report, 
viz., in July, 1872, the Council of Legal Education awarded 
to Mr. Siduey Woolf, a member of your society, the Junior 
Exhibition in Common Law and Real Property, and also 
that the following members of your society have obtained 
honorary distinction at the final examination of the Incor- 
porated Law Society:—Mr. William. Webb and Mr. 
Hughes in Trinity Term, 1872, and Mr. Francis and Mr. 
Indermaur in Michaelmas Term last. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly mesting of the Board of Directors of 
this Association was held at the Law Institution on Wed- 
nesday Jast. A sum of £85 was distributed in grants of 
assistance to the necessitous widows and families of deceased 
solicitors ; forty-two new members were admitted to the 
Association, and other general business transacted. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 

The usual monthly meeting of the Board of Directors of 
this Association took place at the hall of the Incorporated 
Law Society on Thursday last. A sum of £10 was distri- 
buted in grants of assistance to necessitous applicants ; and 
other general business wes transacted. 








It was announced by Malins, V.C., on Thursday that he 
had received a communication from a distinguished noble- 
man acquainting him with the fact that a petition had 
been placed in his hands for presentation to the House of 
Lords praying that he (the Vice-Chancellor) might be re- 
moved from the bench, the petitioner being a suitor whose 
bill he had dismissed in the year 1870. 


Great regret was occasioned at Newcastle-under-Lyme on 
Monday last, upon the report of the sudden death of Mr, 
T. Ward, solicitor. The deceased was ninety-four years 
old, had held important offices in the town, and was greatly 
esteemed. He became seriously ill on Sunday afternoon, 
and died at eight o’clock on Monday morning. 


Tue Crry Courrs.—In the course of a case tried at 
Guildhall this week, Quain, J., commented in strong terms 
on the ill-ventilated state of the court. The learned Judge 
is reported to have said, “ I will not sit here with the /burn- 
ing sun coming down upon my head; unless something is 
done I will adjourn the court. I do not know how it affects 
you.” {Addressing the gentlemen of the jury.) The 
Foreman—lIt is very warm. The Judge—This is the way 
we are always treated in this court and in the City. We 
complain from time to time, and get no redress from the 
Corporation of the City of London. It is the most abomia- 
able hole a judge and jury were ever put inte. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quoration, July 4, 1873. 
3 per Cent. Consols, 923 | Annuities, April, 85 9} 
Ditto for Account, Aug. 1, 92§ | Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 923 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. 7 dis. 
New 3 per Cent., 922 Ditto, £500, Do'—7 dis. 
Do. 33 perCent., Jan, "94 | Ditto, £100 & £200, —7 dis. 
Do. 2§ per Cent., Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock, 44 pet 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 | Ct, (last half-year) 245 
Annuities, Jan. ’80 — Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


IndiaStk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,205 | Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC., Jan.’72 
Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent., May,’79 145 
Ditto Sper Cent., July, "80 1¢8 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account,— April,’64— 

Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. "88 104 Do.Do, 5 per Cent., Aug.’78 101 
Ditte, ditto Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 
DittoEnfacedPpr.,4 per Cent.964 Ditto, ditto,under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. Paid. Closing Prices. 





Bristol and Exeter .......cc...cccccesserceccerves eases 
Caledoni " 





Glasgow and South-Western ... 
Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Great Northern .. 
Do., A Stock® .. 
Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Great Western—Original....... 
Lancashire and Yorkshire 
London, Brighton, and Sonth Coast ........0.0 
London, Chatham, and Dover..........--.ssse0-es 
London and North-Western . - 
London and Soith Western.........-00.00-++6 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ........ 
Metropolitan 
D0., District ...-cocceccocesese -00-.s000 coverecce se 





North British . 
& North Eastern 
k North London... 
k North Staffordshi 
s South Devon 
E South-Eastern .....0.00---s00 


* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. has been paid te B. 
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Money MARKgT anv City INTELLIGE RCE. 

No change has been made in the Bank rate. The pro- 
portion of reserve to liabilities has diminished from 
40: per cent. to 363 per cent. In the early part of the 
week the railway market was depressed, but on Wednesday 
prices improved, and an increased advance occurred on 
Thursday. At the close of last week the foreign market 
was very flat, but some improvement was reported on 
Thuteday. Spanish on that day closed at 20!:. 


COURT PAPERS. 


JUDICIAL COMMITTEE OF THE PRIVY COUNCIL. 

At a recent sitting of the committee the following order, 
made on the 26th ult., was read by the registrar :— 

« Whereas in many appeals now pending before her 
Majesty in Council no effectaal steps have been taken by 
the parties or their agents to set down their cases for hearing 
although more than twelve months have elapsed since the 
arrival and registration of the transcript of appeal in this 
country, and it is expedient to make further provision in that 
behalf, her Majesty, by and with the advice of her Privy 
Council, and upom a recommendation of the Lords of the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, is to order, 
and it is hereby ordered, that the solicitors or agents for the 
party appellantin all such appeals now pending before her 
Majesty in Council are hereby required to take effectual 
steps to set down their cases for hearing within six months 
from the date of this Order, and in all other appeals to her 
Majesty in Council within a period not exceeding twelve 
months from the date of the arrivaland registration of the 
transcript in this country. 

“ And her Majesty is further pleased to order, and it is 
hereby ordered, that it shall be the duty of the Registrar of 
the Privy Council toreport to the Lords of the Judicial Com- 
mittee the names of the partiesand dates of the decrees in 
appeals in which no effectual steps have been taken within 
the aforesaid periods of time to set down the case for hearing ; 











and the Lords of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council 
shall be at liberty to call upon the appellant or his agent in 

such cases to show cause why the said appeal or appeals. 
should not be dismissed for non-prosecution, and if they 

shall eo think fit, to recommend to her Majesty the dismissal 
ofany such appeal, or to give such directions therein as: 
the justice of the case may require. 

‘* And her Majesty is further pleased to order that nothi 
in the present order shall prevent the dismissal of an app 
under the fifth of the rules approved hy her Majesty on 
the 13th of June, 1858, in cases to which that rule is ap-. 
plicable. 

‘* Whereof the Governors of her Majesty’s Plantations and 
Dominions abroad, and the judges or officers of her Majesty’s 
Courts of Justice, from which an appeal lies to her jesty: 
in Council, and all other persons whom it may concern, are- 
to take notice and govern themselves accordingly.” 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

CampBsLt—On June 30, at Woodleigh, Mitcham-common, the: 
wife of R. Campbell, Esq., barrister, Lincoln’s-inn, of a son. 
Cozens-Harpr—On June 28, at 48, Clarendon-road, Notting-- 
hill, the wife of Herbert H. Cozens-Hardy, Esq., barrister- 

at-law, of a son. 

Harpwick—On June 24, at Glevum House, Littlehampton,. 
Sussex, the wife of Edmund Faunce Hardwick, solicitor, of a 
son. 

HarpEr—On July 2, at Hatton House, Cheshunt, Herts, the 
wife of Mr. Thomas Etheridge Harper, solicitor, of a daugh-- 


ter. 

Kixepon—On June 29, at 29, Marlborough-hill, St. John’s= 
wood, the wife of Paul A. Kingdon, of Lincoln’s-inn, bar-- 
rister-at -law, of a son. 

SHBPHEARD—On July 2, at No. 18, Taviton-street, Gordon- 
square, the wife of Wallwyn Poyer B. Shepheard, Esq., of 
Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

MatTuews—CaLtrow—On June 26, at St. Nicholas church, 
Sutton, Surrey, Marmaduke Matthews, Esq., of No. 23, 
Bucklersbury, London, and Cambridge Lodge, Hackney, to 
Martha Ann, widow of Horatio Calrow, Esq., late of Long- 
field, Sutton. 

WeELDoN—Bowker—On July 1, at St. Mary’s, West Brompton,. 
Bowker Weldon, solicitor, Whittlesey, Cambs., to Sarah, 
youngest daughter of Thomas Bowker, Esq., of the Manor 

ouse, Whittlesey. 

Witt—Bvrcorng—On July 1, at the parish church of St. 
Thomas, Portman-square, Ernest Edwin Witt, barrister-at- 
law, to Constance, only daughter of Thomas Burgoyne, Esq., 
of Stratford-place, W. 

DEATHS, 

Bertr—On June 29, at Ryde, Richard Bell, Esq., formerly of’ 
the firm of Messrs. Bell, Broderick, and Bell, Bow church- 
yard, London. 

LamBertT—On June 26, at Scotenai, Torquay, Richard Lam- 
bert, Esq., of 30, Bedford-row, elder son of the late Richard 
Lambert, Esq., of Bradford, Yorkshire, aged 76, 

Warp—On June 30, at Newcastle-under-Lyne, 
Ward, solicitor, aged 93. 


Thomas 


a ere] 


LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Tuespay, July 1, 1873. 
Deere, John Morgan, and John Robert Bourn, King’s Arms yard, At-- 
torneys and Solicitors, April | 
Brown, Henry Isaac, and George Pearson, High st, Bristol, A‘toraeys 
and Solicitors. Nov 21 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faipay, June 27, 1873, 
LimirzD in CHANCERY. 

Montrotier Asphalte and Cement Concrete Paving Compsny (Limited). 
—Petition for winding up, presented June 26,directed to be heard be- 
fore V.C. Bacon, oa July 5. Webb, Queen Victoria st, solicitor for 
the peticioner, 

Partnership for Acquiring a Lease of the Sadlers’ Wells Theatre, and 
Managing and Carrying on the same Theatre.—Petition tor winding 
up, presented June 19, directod to be heard befora V. C, Mualins, on 
July 4. Walter & Co, 5t Benet’s place, Gracecharob st, solicitors for 
the petitioner. 

CountY PALATING OF LANCASTER) 

Liverpool Civil Service and Public Supply Association (Limited) —By 
an order made by the Vice Chancellor, dated Jane 17, it was ordered 
that the above company should be wound up. Deane & Bankes, 
Liverp ol, solicitors for the association. 
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Tuxspay, July 1, 1873. 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Weald of Kent Railway Company, By an order made by V. C. Malins, 
it was ordered that the above company be wound up. Sewell and 
Edwards, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Briton Ferry Collieries Company (Limited).—Vice-Chance!lor Malins 
bas, by an order dated June 21, appointed William Bridge, 29, 
Bread st, Cheapside, to be official liquidator.—Creditors are re- 

uired, on or before July 17,to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Thursday, 
July 24, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the 
debts and claims. : 

Castell Carn Duchan Gold Mining Company (Limited).—By an order 
made by V. C. Wickens, dated June 21, it was ordered that the above 
company be wound up. Tucker, St Swithin’s lane, solicitor for the 


itioner. 
sper, Bank of China, India, and Japan (Limited).—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 26, directed to be heard before V.C. 
Wickens, on July 11. West and King, Cannon st, solicitors for the 


petitioner. 
CouNTY PALATINE OF LANCASf£ER, 

Liverpool Civil Service and Public Supply Association (Limited).— 
The Vice-Chancellor has fixed July 8, at 3, at the office of the 
District Registrar, for the appointment of an official liquidator. 

Spanish Zine Company (Limited).—By an order made by the Vice- 
Chancellor, dated June 24, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Robert J. Jones, Liverpool, solicitor for the petitioner. 
The Vice-Chancellor has fixed Monday, July 14, at 2, at the office of 
the District Registrar, for the appointment of an official liquidator 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Faipay, June 27, 1873. 
Carr, George Bowness, Laurence Pountney place, Merchant. July 15. 
Ashley ¢ Stock, V.C, Bacon. Wilkinson, John st, Bedford row 
Cheek, George Reuben, Tower hill, Innkeeper. July 9. Cheek » Cheek, 
V.C, Wickens. Hunter and Co, New square, Lincoln’s inn 
Cheek, Sophia, Tower hill, Widow. July 9, Cheek v Cheek, V.C. 
Wickens. Hunter and Co, New square, Lincoln’s inn 
Fairhead, Mary, Wickham Bishops, Essex. July 19. Fairbead o 
Fairhead, V.C. Wickens. Blood and Son, Witham 
Hunter, Thomas, Stainton House, Gargrave, Yorkshire,Gent. July 24. 
Hunter v Watson, M.R. Robinson, Settle 
Jones, Charles, Abenbury, Denbighshire, Farmer. July 21. 
Lowe, V.C. Malins. Hughes, Chancery lane 
O’Brien, Stafford, Blatherwyeke Park, Northamptonshire, Esq. July 
21. Noel » De Stafford, V.C. Malins. Thompson, Stamvord 
NEXT OF KIN, 
Stelfox, Mary Ann, Manchester, Traveller. July 31. 
fox, V.C. Wickens. 


Poyser » 


Stelfox » Stel- 


Tusgspay, July 1, 1873, 
NEXT OF KIN, 
Arrowsmith, John, Hereford square, Brompton, Gent. 
smith y Arrowsmith, V.C, Bacon 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Frivay, June 27, 1875, 
Austen, Elizabeth Mary, St. Brelades, Jersey. July 30. Tweedie, 
Lincoin’s inn fislds 
Derry Senta, Metiton, Corawel, CRentiat, July 24. Tyacke, 
elston 
Brooks, Edward, New Ashfield Horton, Yorkshire, Spinner. Sept 1. 
Wood and Killick, Bradford 
Capp, Maria, Torquay, Devoashire, Widow. M‘Clellan, 
ford rew 


Jan 12. Arrow- 


Aug 1, 


— Margaret, Esher, Surrey, Widow. Augi0. Francis, Monument 


y 

Cordwell, Sarah, Bridge rd West, Battersea, Spinster. 
Pritchard and Sons, Knightrider st, Dactora’ commons 

Davis, Stephen Thomas, Kingston-upon-Huil, Chemical 
Merchant. Aug 27. Robertsand Leak, Hull 

Dempsey, John, Old Montague st, Whitechapel, Tailor. Aug9. Marsden, 
Gresham buildings, Guildhall 

Ellis, Richard, Iver, Bucks, Esq. Aug 20, Dawes an! Sons, Angel 
court, Throgmorton st 

Fincher, Mary, Yardley, Worcestershire, Spinster. Aug 1. Green, 
Birmingham 

Fisher, Isabella Catherine, Waverton, Cheshire, Widow. 
Fisher, Chester 

— Ramsey, Full Sutton, Yorkshire, Gent. Sept 1, Garwood, 

r 

Godfrey, Emily, Addiscombe rd, Croydon, Dressmaker, Aug 27. 
Cowdell and Co, Budge row 

Garton, Rev. Robert, Badingham, Sutil’. Aug23. Fuller and Saliwell, 

gent 

Hanne, Thomas Arundel, Bucklaud Newton, Dorsetshire, Gent. Aug. 
21, Watts, Yeovil 
oppe, Ann, Glenarme rd, Hackney, Spinster. Perry, Guild- 
hail chambers, Basinghall at 

Lewis, Jane, Roehampton, Surrey, Widow, July 30. Tyas and Hunt- 
ington, King st, Cheapside 

Money, Maria, Wood st, Upper Clapton, Widow. Sept3. Goren, South 
Molton st, Oxford st 

North, John, Gloucester place, Portman square, Esq. Cheatle, 
Featherstone buildings, Holborn 

Ostiok, William, Barton-on-Iumber, Lincolnshire, Brewer, July 23, 
Wells and Gething, Huli 

Power, Henry, Atherstone, Warwickshire, Solicitor, Aug 31, Power 
and Armishaw, Atherstone 

sharp, John, Norwich, Gent. Sept 1. Wood and Killick, Bradford 
mith, William, Blewberry, Berks, Chairmaker. Sept 1, Letts, 
Bartlett’s buildings 


July 1. 


Manure 


Ang 15 


July 30, 


Aug 8 





Taylor, Henry, Oxford, Innkeeper. Aug9. Mallam, Oxford. 

Turner, Margaret, Church st, Trinity square, Southwark, Widow. July - 
10. Hildreth and Qmmanney, Norfol st, Strand 

Ullett, George Maxwell, Whaplode, Lincolnvhire, Farmer. July 28. 
Maples and Son, Spalding 

— Thomas, Halling, Kent, Limeburner. Aug}. Prall, Roche s-- 
er 

Whybrow George, Wellclose square, Export Oilman. Sept 1. Thomson 
and Son, Cornhill 

Wilks, Rev. Samuel Charles, Nursling, Southampto2. Aug 1, Page, 
Southampton 

Tuxspay, July 1, 1873, 

Baker, William, Yeovil, Somersetshire, Contractor. Jaly 31. Francis 
Thomas, Yeovil 

Barlee, Mary, Ealing, Middlesex, Widow. Avg 23. Jackson, Lincein’s 


inn fields 
Briact, Benjamin, Whitchurch, Oxfordshire, Builder. Aug 28. Collins,— 
Aug 20, 


Bridge, George, High st, Bloomsbury, Cork Manutacturer. 
Parker and Clarke, St Michael’s alley, Cornbiil 

bg om ee sen., Thurisoe, Yorkshire, Farmer. Septl. Cockerill, 

ur! 

Davies, Mary, Stonehouse, Gloucestershire, Widow. Sept 1. Helps, 
Gloucester 

De Arroyave, Ann, Rutland gate, Hyde park, Widow. Octl. Davidson, 
Spring gardens 

Drinkwater, John, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Coachman. Aug 20. 
Wheetley, King st, Cheapside 

Farrant, Abraham, Framfield, Sussex, Farmer. Aug 30. Hillman, 


Lewes 
Furnell, Elizabeth, Reading, Berks, Spinster. Aug 23. De Jersey and 
Micklem, Gresham st, West 
Graham, John, Stockwell Park rd, Gent. Aug 2!. Dale, Farnival’s 
Esq. Sept 25. 





inn 

Hargreay es, Johu, Broad Oak, Lancashire, Wilkinson 
Black) ira 

Kew, Stu-hys, Louta, Lincolnshire, Widow. Augi. Bell, Louth 

Lenaghan, Augustine James, Galleywood, near Chelmsford, Essex, 
Attorney’s Clerk. Sept 10. Crick and Freeman, Maldon 

Loosemore, Ann, Limerston st, Chelsea, Publican. July 15. Hali, 
Mincing lane 

Mancel, Augusta Matilda Denocey, Guildford, Sursey, Spinster. Aug 
18. Mayhew, Great Marlborough st 

Petrie, Alexander Sturrock, St Mark’s square, St Pancras, Merchant. - 
Aug 26. Rutter, Finsbury circus 

Ramsden, Hugh, Smith Ridings, Linthwaite, Yorkshire, Farmer. Aug 2 
Owen, Huddersfield 

Ransford, Thomas, Coventry, Grocer. Aug 18. Davis, Coventry 

Reid, Christian Ker, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Wine Merchaat. Aug 20. 
Keenlyside and Foster, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Rouse, William, Maida vale, Gent. Aug 12. Rye, Golden square 

Sewell, James, Coulson st, Chelsea, Warehouseman, Aug i, Somer- 
ville, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Smith, Robert, Selby, Yorkshire, Gent. Aug4. Hodgson, Selby 

Thomas, Benjamin, Yeovil, Somersetshire, Corn Dealer. Jaly 31. 
Tnomas, Yeovil 

Toulmin, John Cates, High st, Southwark, Hosier. Aug 15. Reep 
and Co, Bush lane, Cannon st 

Wrigley, William, Huddersfield, Yorkshire, Aug 20 
Haigh, Huddersfield 

Bankrupts. 


Fripar, June 27, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proo’s of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 


Coombes, Robert, Ledbury road, Bayswater, Butcher. 
Pepys. July 8 at ll 

Richards, George, John Henry Richards, and Alexander Augustae 
Richards, Great College Street, Camden Town, Butchers. Pet June 
24. Hazlitt. July 8 at 12 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bradford, George, Derby, Provisicn Dealer. Pet June 25. Weller. 
Derby, July 11 »t 12 

Brawn, John Martin, Tavistock, Devon Hotel Kesper. Pet June 25. 
Pearce. East Stonchouse, July 15 at ll 

Brazle, Thomas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Baker. 
Swansea. July [2 at 12 

Ellis, Lady Louisa, Br ighton, Pet June 24. 
Brighton, July 16 at 11 

Lewis, James, Tunbridge Wells, Kent, Oil and Colourmaa, 
20. Cripps. Tunbridge Wells, July 9 at 11 

Partington, John, and Thomas Bradbury, Farnworth, Lancashire 
Cotton Spinners. Pet June 24. Holden. Bolton, Jaiy 10 at 12 

Steele, John, Sunderland, Grocer, Pet June 23. Ellis, Sunderland 
July ll at 12 


Morchant. 


Pet June 243, 


Pet June 20. Jones. 


Sussex. Evershed .. 


Pet Juae 


TosspayY, July 1, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptey Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender ia London, 
Mediand, Jane, Brick Hill lane, Upper Thames st, Manufacturing 
Chemist. Pet June 26. Pepys. July 15 atil 
Speirs, James, Bloomsbury st, Bookseller. Pet June 26. 
lsatle 
Taylor, Houghton Barnes, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st, Wine and 
Spirit Merchant, Pet June27, Murray. July 16 at Ll 
To Surrender iv the Country. 
Harris, Edward J., Plymouth, Devon, Captain in H,M,’s 17th Regiment. 
Pet June vl. Pearce. East Stonehouse, ms | las ll 
Kengh, Sa muel Harley, Shrewsbury, Salop, Atornay-at-law. Pet. 
June 27. Peele. Shrewsbary, July 2 att 
Wilkins, Richard Dowler, Warwick, General Dealer, Pet June 26 
Campbell. Warwick, July 24 atl 
Wright, William, Manchester, Machinist, Pet June 26, Kay, Man- 
chester, July, 17 ab 9.90 


Pepys. July 
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Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fatwar, June 27, 1873. 
Acton, Thomas, Liverpool, Brass Finisher. July 14 at 2 at offices of 
Browne, Scuth John st, Liverpool 
Adam, Christo Emmanuel, Liverpool, Commission Merchant. Jaly 22 
at 2 at offices of Gill, Cook st, Liverpool 
Alexander, Hugh, Bootle, Lancashire, Provision Daler. July 15 at 
11.30 at offices of Bartlett, Dale st, Liverpool 
Ashworth. Henry, Runcorn. Cheshire, Pawnbroker.. July 8 at 2 at the 
Patte: Arms Hotel, Warrington. Liuaker, Rancorn 
Aston, John, Bangor Wharf, Kew Bridge, Builders’ Merchant. Jaly 
7 at 4 at the Cannon st Hote!. Lawrance and Co, Oid Jewry cham- 


rs 
Bail, James Taylor, Bristol, Butcher. July 7 at 11 at offices of Becking- 
ham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 
Bannister, Charles William, Kington, Herefordshire, Clothier. July 10 
at 3 at the Talbot Inn, Kington. Cheese, Kington 
Barber, Joseph Wright, and Yom Learoyd, Bradford, Yorkshire, 
Worsted Spinrers. July 9 at !1 at offces of Wood and Killick, Commer- 
cal Bank buildings, Bradford 
Berthelomew, Henry Ernest, and Edward Jennings, Vauxhall Cross, 
Cabinet Manufacturers. July 14 at 2 at otfices of Ladbury and Co, 
Cheapside. Tromp, Essex st, Strand 
Battholomes, Thomas, Sercnoaks, Kent, Agricu‘tural Commission- 
Acent. July 12 at 3 at the Castle Hots!, London rd, Tunbridge 
Wels. Aird, Eastcheap 
Bavio, John, and Broasby Bavin, Bardney, Lincolnshire, Farmers. 
J 14 at tl at offices of Toynbee and Larken, Bank st, Lincola 
2, Benjamin, Abersychan, Monmouthshire, Watchmaker. 
1 2 at offices of Duke, Christchurch passage, Birmingham 
Boud, Frederick, Cambridge, Grocer. July 10 at 2 at the Lion Hotel, 
Petty Cars, Cambridge. Whitehead, Cambringe 
oon, Martin James, Clerkenwell green, Ironmnger. July 22 at 12 at 
Guildhall Coffee House. Miiler, King st, Cheapside 
Br , George, B.azemavon, Monmouthshire, Bailder. July 14 ati at 
offic:s of Tribe and Co, High st, Newport. Gibbs, Newport 
Brown, William, Birmingham, Manafactarer of Geld Plated Jewellery 
July $ at 4.39 at offices of Parry. Beanett’s hill, Birmingham 
Brandre*t, Matthew, Macchester, Licensed Victualler. July 14 at 3 at 
ufices of Marray, King st, Maachester 
Clapham, Pearson, Wiled2n, Yorkshire, Siuff Manofacturer. July 9 at 
11 at ofices of Watson and Dickons, Victoria chambers, Market st, 
Brad ‘ord 
Colterne, Johr Hobson, Cambridge, Minera! Water Manufacturer. 
Juty 7 at 11 at offices of Ellison and Barrows, Alexandra st, Petty 
Cury. Cambridge 
Colins, Cnarles, Brighton, Sassex, Greengrocer. July 7 at 3 at offices 
of Webb, Union st, Brizhton 
Collins, Richard, S:ockport, Cheshire, Paper Dealer. Jaly 11 at3 at 
he Brunswick Hotel. Piccadilly, Manchester. Johnston 
Charies, Whetstone, Midd esex, Publican, July 10 at 2 at office 
C ubb. Eacklersbury 
tier, Alfred, St Alban’s, Hertfordshire. Genera! Dealer. Ju'y 10 at 
2 at cfices of Mason, North buildings, Fiasbury 
Day, Wiliam, Holland st, Blackfriars, Carman. July 7 at 4 at office of 
Palmer, Colezcen st 
Edwsrds, James Joseph, Pontypool, Monmouthshire, Cnemist, Ju'y7 
at | at the Crown Hotel, Pontypool. Watkins, Pontypool 
Eigud, Joseph Henry, Chatham place East, Hackney, oat of business. 
July 24 et 3 at offices of Heathfield, Lincoln's inn fields 
Farrar, John, Pater, Yorkshire, Machine Maker. Jaly 14 at 3.30 at 
offices of Scholefield, Brunswick st, Batley 
Berry, George, Red Lions", Holborn, Batcher. July 7 at 11 at office of 
Ear.e, Be¢iord rew, Holborn 


Juz 


nants, July 24 at 2 at the Guildhall Coffee house, Gresham 
Angore, Aldersgate st 
, Alfred, Tanbridge Wells, Kent, Butcher. July 8 at 12 at office 
wood, Hight st, Ashford 
. George, New Kent rd, Coal Merchant. 
Ciices of Brown, Basingha'l st 
Gcss, Jcseph, Wolverhampton, Staffordshire, Licensed Victualler. July 
16 at Li at offices of Barrow, Qaeen st, Wolverhampton 
Griggs, George, Romford, Essex, Auctioneer. July 22 at i2 at the 
ged Hall Tavera, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st. Preston, Mark 
ne 
Hall, John, Thomas Halland 24win Hall, Dewsbary, Yorkshire, Marble 
os. July SatZat the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. Fryer, Dews- 


t 
June 30 at 4.20 2 


bury 
Hall, Thomas Briggs, Grantham, Lincolnshire. July 14 a: 12 at offices 
Malin and Son, Grantham 


Harris, William, Usion st, Southwark, Hatter. July 7 at12 at 145, 

Haslam, Frederic, Great Russell st, Architect. Jaly 9 at 11 at office of 
Berton and Pearman, George st, Mansion House 

Hs;'on, Thomas, Southwick, near Sunderland, Darham, Blacksmith. 
July $ at 3 at offices of Bell, Lambton st, Sunderland 

Hill, Witham, Headley Cross, Worcestershire, Beer Retailer. 
3 at offices of Simmons, Evesham st. Redditch 

Botacn, John, and Jo-haa Hobson, Batiey, Yorkshire, Draggist. July 
iat i) at the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury. Chadwick and Son, Dews- 


bors 
Boigeon, Rice Joseph, Balham, Sarrey, Clerk in Holy Orders. Jaly 9 
at ofces cf Spain and Andrews, Gresham baildings, Basinghall st. 
af got } ved piace originally named) 
vk Joan George, Westmorland terrace, Hornsey rd, Batcher, Jul 
9 at 2 at Offices of Si berberg, Cornhill — or ad 
in, Treforest, Giamorgan, Sh’ emaker. daly tl at3 
; f Morgan, High st, Card.ff 
Johnaon, William, sen, Tuursby, Camberiand, Seed Merchant, 
16 at 12 ot offices of Hodgson and McKeever, Wigton 
Keaying, Wil iam, Uriatol, General Dealer. Jaty 10 at 11 at offices of 
ess, hadeow, Castle Cats, bomen 
fea u ¥, Bomersetshire, Travelling Draper. 4 
pM 2 at otces of Watts, Yeovil einige: 
ter, Joseph, Aldgate High st, Carcass Latcher. July 12 at 1 at 
ice A Bytne7, John wt, Bedtori rom ‘ 


July 8 at 


July 





Lishman, Elizabeth, and John Lishman, Fenwick Shieli, Northa nber- 
land, Farmers. Jaly 8 at 12 at offices of Hoyle and Co, Mosley st, 
Lyons, Benjamin, Middlesex st, Whitechapel, Clothier. July 7 at 10 at 
offices of Dobson, Southamdton buildings 
July 15 at 2 at 
offices of Mann, Marsden st, Manchester 
Martin, Charles Hall, Chalk Farm rd, Veterinary Surgeon. 
Beard 
and Son, Basinghall st 
Massie, William, Southfleet, Kent, Builder. July 15 at 1 at 
McLeavy, Hugh, Liverpool, Marine Store Dealer. July 14 at 3 at office 
of Meadows, Dale st, Liverpool 
July 22 at 2 at offices of Deane 
and Bankes, York buildinzs, Dale st, Liverpool 
Newell, Henry William, Walberton, Sussex, Grocer. July 10 at 3 at 
North, Edward, Dewsbury, Yorkshire, Wool Dealer. 
the Royal Hotel, Dewsbury 
High st, Bristol : 
Phillips, Robert, Sevenoaks, Kent, Commission Agent. July 12 at2 at 
Pilkington, Joseph, Manchester, Drysa'ter. July 9 at 3 ac offices of 
Smith and Boyer, Brazennose st, Manchester 
of Browne, Diss ; 
Rees, Rowland, Caeharris, Dowlais, Glamorganshire, Traveller. July 
Rhodes, John Jackson, Newport, Isle of Wight, attorney-at-Law. July 
10 at 2 at 145, Cheapside. Beckingsale, Newport 
the Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon. Jones, Caroarvon 
Rochester. Traiton, Burwash, Sussex, Grocer. July 11 at 3.30 at the 
Radge, Arthur, Birmingham, Builder. July It at 3 at offices of Row- 
lands and Co, Colemore rew, Birmingham 
offices of Foreman and Cooper, Gresham st 
Seehof, Charle:, Little Britain, Merzhant. July 5 at 1 at offices of 
Sellars, James. jan, Eastborough, Scarborough, Tobacconist. July 7 at 
3 at offices of Watts, Huntriss row, Scarborough 
July 8 at Ll at 
offices of Charney and Co, Fox st, Presten 
Sileock, Andrew, Southport, Lancashire, Draper. July 8 at 3.30 at 
Smith, Henry, Aston, near Birmingham, Pump Maker, 
13 Cannon st, Birmingham. Baker 
1 at the White Hart Hotel, Bromley. Scard ani Son, Bishop-gate 
st, Within 
Godwin, St Thomas st, Winchester 
Summers, Witliam, Birmingham, Pork Butcher. Ju'y 9 at 4 30 at office 
Taylor, James, Chittinghurst Farm, Sussex, Farmer, July il at 3 at 
offices of Stone and Simpson, Tunbridge Welis 
Institution, Chancery lane. Copland, Sheerness 
Tack, Henry, Cambridge. General Dealer. July 10 at 11 at the Lion 
Turton, John, Sheffield, Moulder. July 10 at 12 at offices of Auty, 
Queen st, Sheffield 
July 9 
at 3 at offices of Davies and Uo, Bewsey chambers, Bewasey st, 
Warrington. Moo-e 
offices of Withington and Co, Brown st, Manchester 
Walliker, Richard, Maldon, Essex, Journeyman Tailor. July 15 at ll 
Williams, Edwin Lewis, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Chemist. July 12 at 
Winslow, Joseph, Trowbridge, Wilts, Plumber. July 8 at 2 at offices 
of Pocock and Son, Union st, Bath 
July 16 at 11 at the 


Newcastle-upon-Tyne 
Marsden, Richard, Oldham, Lancashire, Gresngrocer. 
Jaly liat 
4 atthe Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. 
Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Pullen. Harp lana, Great Tower et 
Morritt, Robert, Liverpool, Hosier. 
the Norfolk Hotel, Arundel. Goodman, Brightoa 
July 11 at3 at 
Phelps, Edwin, Bristol, Caemist. July 5 at 12 at offices of Downing, 
the Castle Hotel, London rd, Tunbridge Wells. Aird, Eastcheap 
Rayner, Sidney, Scole, Norfolkshire, Carpeater. July 1i at 12 at office 
10 at | at offices of Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Roberts, David Wilson, Llanberis, Caraarvon, Builder, July 14 at 2 at 
Castle Hotel, Tunbridge Wells 
Serimshaw, John, King st, Cheapside, Boot Maker. July 7 at 12 at 
Steadman, Coleman st 
Sherliker, Jo:eph, Preston, Lancashire, Spindle Maker. 
offices of Parr and Sadler, Lord st, Southport 
July ll at 3at 
Stewart, James Ignatius, Bromley common, Kent, Builder. July 4 at 
Still, Wiliam Henry, Winchester, Engineer. July 9 at 11 at offices of 
of Parry, Bennet’s hill, Birmingham 
Temple, Henry, Sheerness, Kent, Drap:r. July 7 at 12 at the Law 
Hotel, Petty Cury. Ellison and Burrows, Cambridge 
Unsworth, Peter, Newton-le-Willows, Lancashire, Auctionser. 
Valentine, William, Pendleton, Lancashire, Bnilder. July l4at3 at 
at offices of Digby and Son’s, Maldon 
1 at the Saracen’s Head Hotel, Temple gate, Bristol. Jackson, Stroud 
Yates, John, Hepworth, Suffolk, Farmer. 


Guildha}l, Bary St Edmunds. Salmon and Son 





AW UNION FIRE and LIFE INSURANCE 

_4 COMPANY. Chief Office—126, Chancery-lane, London, W.C 
Capital, One Million Sterling, fully subscribed by upwards of 400 share- 
holders, nearly all of whom are members of the legal profession. 

Chairman—Sir Witt1aM Foster, Bart., Norwich. 
Deputy-Chairman—James Cuppon, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, Goldsmith 
building, Temple. 

The Capital subscribed and Funds in hand amount to upwards of 
£1,330,000, affording unquestionable security. 

The Directors invite particular attention to the new form of Life 
Policy, which is free from all conditions. 

The Company advances Money on Mortgage of Life Interests at1 
Reversions, whether absolute or contingent. 

Prospectuses and every information, sent, post free, on application to 

FRANK McGEDY, Actuary and Secretary. 


— 





fy CUFrAaLe REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY, 10, LANCASTER-PLACE, STRAND, 
Established 1835, Capital paid-up, £180,000. 
This Society purchases reversionary property and life interests,and 
grauts loans on these securities. 
Forms of proposal may be obtained at the office, 
F. 8. CLAYTON } Joint 
O, H. CLAYTON, § Secretaries 





